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Current Topics. 


The King’s Bench Commission. 

Tue London Gazette of the 7th inst. contains the formal 
announcement of the appointment of the Royal Commission to 
inquire into the state of business in the King’s Bench Division. 
To the list of the Commission given at p. 161, ante, should be 
added the name of Lord Goscuen. The reference to the Com- 
mission is “to inquire into the complaints of delay in the hearing 
of actions and appeals and Crown cases in the King’s Bench 
Division of the High Court of Justice, and whether any reforms 
should be adopted, and to report thereupon.” 


Business in the King’s Bench Division. 

Tue ComMIssION will have an object lesson before it in the 
number of actions down for hearing in the King’s Bench Division 
at the beginning of these sittings. A year ago the actions 
waiting trial were 348 ; the number now is 647, of which 424 
are jury, and 223 non jury actions. The Divisional Court 
business shews a small increase over that of a year ago, and a 
large increase over 1911, the present number of matters 
being 263 ; while at the same period in 1912 and 1911 they were 
243 and 172 respectively. The 263 matters are distributed as 
follows :--Crown paper, 38; civi! paper, 96 ; special paper, 10 ; 
and revenue paper, 119. This last item includes ninety-two 
petitions under section 44 (2) of the Finance Act, 1910, in regard 
to the determination of annual licence’value. Including eight 
bankruptcy appeals, there are 918 causes awaiting hearing in the 
King’s Bench Division ; and the greater number of the judges 
are dispersing over the country for the winter assizes. 


The Court of Appeal and Chancery Division. 

THe Court of Appeal list shows a total of 213 causes, 199 in 
the final and general list, and 14 in the interlocutory list. ‘The 
former number is made up of 25 appeals from the Chancery 
Division ; 99 from the King’s Bench Division; four from the 
Admiralty Division ; five in bankruptcy ; and 66 Workmen’s 
Compensation Appeals. A year ago the total was practically the 
same—207, of which 47 were Workmen’s Compensation appeals. 
In the Chancery Division there is an increase in the numbers, 
the total of the matters depending before the six judges being 380, 
and also 59 Companies (Winding-up) matters. A year ago the 
numbers were 327 and 42 respectively. No list is issued of 
matters depending in chambers in the Chancery Division, and 
we are not aware that statistics on this point, and as to how long 
the matters have been depending, have ever been prepared. It. 
would be satisfactory, however, to know that the werk there, 











which is largely administrative, is managed with proper dispatch. 
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Without statistics it is difficult to form an opinion whether the | following brief passage from Erskine May’s Parliamentary 
delays, which sometimes at any rate occur, are the fault of the | Practice (Eleventh Edition, at pp. 278-9): “A matter, whilst 
system or are due to inevitable cireumstances. under adjudication by a court of law, should not be brought before 
; the house by a motion or otherwise . . . A motion must not 
smprisonment for Debt. anticipate a matter already appointed for consideration by the 
IT 1s satisfactory to know that, though imprisonment for debt | house. A motion is also equally out of order-which anticipates 
still unfortunately exists on a large scale, yet county court judges | 4 motion for leave to bring in a Bill that includes the subject 
recognize that it should be reduced as far as is compatible with proposed to be dealt with , . . ora Bill appointed for con- 
the administration of the present law. Imprisonment, of course, | sideration, although the Bill may not have been printed.” From 
is not a punishment for debt as such, but for refusal to pay @ | this passage it will be seen that the device of blocking motions 
debt which the debtor is able to pay. Hence, there can be no | js analogous to the forensic trick of bringing a libel action in 
imprisonment until the judge has given his decision as to the | order to stay criticism in the public press; in each case our 
means of the debtor, and the fact that a large number of debtors | jurisprudence will not allow the matter to be prejudged by 
are actually imprisoned may be takeu as evidence that their | anticipatory discussion. But in each case the practice has been 
means have been over-estimated. A few obstinate debtors with | pushed to lengths so extreme that the time has surely come when 
means might go to prison rather than pay, but they must be | some effort should be made to invent a more reasonable system 
exceptional. Judge AMPHLETT, in his review of the work of | for attaining the desired end. 
the Birmingham County Court for the past year, admits this, and | 7 | : 
he shews how he has been able to effect a very substantial | An Obsolete Form of Blocking Motion. 
reduction in the number of imprisonments on his circuit. In| CURIOUSLY ENOUGH, the modern form of blocking motion is of 
1907 the number was 709, and about one-seventh of the whole | quite recent origin—it seems to have been heard of for the first 
served their full time. A remodelling of the scale of means | time in 1875. But it had a curious predecessor in both Houses 
regulating commitment enabled him to reduce the number in | of Parliament, to which the same name was given, and which 
1911 to 136, of whom twenty-two served the full time; last | appears to have been freely used in the seventeenth and 
year the total number of imprisonments was forty, and in most | eighteenth centuries. This was a dilatory motion made by the 
cases the debtors remained only for a short period. According to | Speaker himself, who, in those days, regarded himself somewhat 
the statistics for 1911, some circuits still shew avery large num- | as the creature of the Government. It was the Speaker's duty 


ber of imprisonments. Thus in Lincolnshire the number was | at one time to frame the form in which the question before the 


796; in Swansea and district it was 525; in Sheffield and | House was put; it was also his right—frequently exercised—to 
district it was 505. Without knowing the local circumstances intervene in the debate, not to discuss the question, but to submit 
we do not, of course, say that these are not justified, but it | a motion upon some point arising out of it, on which he professed 
would be interesting if the judges responsible for them would | to desire the opinion of the House (Erskine May, p. 279). Of 
give a review of the year’s work like Judge AMPHLETT has done. | course, by doing this again and again he could delay the debate 
On some circuits the number of imprisonments is negligeable, | as long as he liked. A curious story relating to the practice is 
such as eight in the Carlisle district and nine in Cornwall ; but, | told by Bishop BuRNet of Mr. Speaker Seymour, who flourished 
doubtless, local causes assist the efforts of the judges. On the | in the reign of William III. “Ifthe Court party were not well 
subject generally we may quote what Judge Parry says in his | gathered together,” says BURNET, “ he kept the House from doing 
recent book, ‘What the Judge Saw” (p. 225): “If I have | anything by a wilful mistaking or misstating the question. By that 
learned any lesson in the many days I have spent listening to | he gave time to those who were appointed for that mercenary 

| work to go about and gather in all their party ; and then he would 


the short and simple annals of the back street, it is that the law 

of imprisonment for debt bears very harshly on the working | very fairly state the question, when he saw he was sure to carry 

class.” | it” (Burnet’s Own Times, Vol. IL, p. 72). a gy were 

, | adopted by the Lord Chancellors of the day in the House of 
Blocking Motions. iol but in 1794, on a motion of Earl Scanners: this power 

[ry DgaN Swirt had written Gulliver’s Travels at the com | was used for the last time. The latest example in the House of 

mencement of the twentieth century, instead of at the conclusion | Gommons occured in 1770, upon an election petition moved by 
of the seventeenth, we may feel reasonably certain that, among | Sir Fpercuex Norton. ut Lord CAMPBELL, in his Lives of 
the curiosities which Gulliver observed and chronicled in the | Lyndhurst and Brougham (eighth edition, at pp. 141-143), states 
parliamentary proceedings of Lilliput, he would have described | that formerly at sittings of the House of Lords in its legal 
the strange method of evading the discussion of awkward | eapacity it was possible for the Lord Chancellor to influence the 
questions which prevailed among the Lilliputians. For in that | decision by the mode in which the question was framed. In 
island, he would have told us, if any member of the Lower | |.yynuurst’s time the House consisted very often of only two 
House desired to prevent the discussion of some matter of great | judges, one of whom was the Chancellor, whose decision n the 
national importance, he did so by assuming himself the appear- | gourt below was the subject of appeal. Since, on an equal 
ance of consuming zeal for it, and to demonstrate that zeal would | division of the House the non-contents have it, obviously a great 
forthwith either introduce a bill to alter the law relating to it, or | deal depended on whether the question put was, that the appeal 
give notice of a motion concerning it which he proposed to move be allowed, or that the judgment be affirmed. It was finally 
at some specified (and distant) future date. Then the Speaker | .ottled by Standing Order that the former was the correct form. 
of the Lower House would rule that, in order to avoid 
unnecessary repetition, no other member should be permitted to | Transgression of Statute Procured by Act of 
call attention to the subject until that bill or motion had been Informer. 
brought forward or disposed of. In this w ay the obstructive | THE QUESTION how far an informer may be considered as an 
member could reg discussion until a date arrived when such | accessory before the fact was recently considered in a case under 
discussion would be too late to effect any result—a most ingenious | the Shop Hours Act. The defendant, a general dealer, of 
and practical device, which illusurates the genius for affairs, as | Clerkenwell, was summoned by the London County Council for 
well as the sublime sense of humour, which mark the people of | contravening the provisions of a closing order. It appeared that 
Lilliput. Certainly, blocking motions would have been a fair | an authorized agent of the Council was served at the defendant's 
field on which the learned Dean might have exercised his unique | shop at a time when it ought to have been closed for the sale of 
gift of political satire. The art of preventing the House of Com-| certain goods. The defendant, in answer to the charge, said that, 
mons from fulfilling that function of administrative criticism, | when the agent asked for a packet of tea, she at first refused to 
which Professor Dicky and WALTER BAGEuor regard as one of | sell it, but that he pressed her, and seemed unwilling to leave the 
its chief constitutional dutie-, never took a more remarkable |shop unless it was sold to bim. She finally gave way and let 

«form that when this device was discovered by some ingenious ob-| him have the tea, though she had refused other customers who 
structive. The rationale for the rule of procedure which renders | had made similar applications. The agent admitted that he 
this method possible is stated with extreme simplicity in the | asked for the tea, and that the defendant at first said “ No,” 
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when he asked her “ Why not?” The magistrate then expressed 
his dissatisfaction at the conduct of the agent, and said that if he 
went on in this way he would be liable to a prosecution for aid- 
ing and abetting in the commission of the offence. Informers 
have, for many years, played an important part in the 
administration of our criminal law, and have been awarded by 
different statutes a share of the penalties imposed upon those 
who have been convicted through their evidence. But there is 
little authority upon the question whether the Legislature can 
have intended to provide that occasion for transgression may be 
designedly given in order to find out and punish possible offenders. 
It would seem that a fictitious transaction procured by an official in 
the execution of a public act cannot be considered as a sale of goods 
within the statutory prohibition. It may be admitted that a 
trap may be set to catch a thief by contriving some temptation 
or opportunity to steal, though the circumstances are exceptional 
and rare in which such a proceeding can be approved or even 
jastifed. But the offence contemplated by the Shop Hours Act 
is one, we think, in which real business is transacted between the 
seller and the purchaser, and a sale procured by artifice in order to 
obtain a conviction is not sufficient evidence of a contravention 
of the enactment. 


The Standard of Care imposed on Carriers. 

NOTWITHSTANDING THE weighty opinion to the contrary of so 
eminent an authority as Professor SALMOND (Torts, 2nd Edition, 
p. 27), we believe it is correct to say that, in English law, as 
in Roman law, the standard of care required of any person 
who owes a duty not to be negligent varies in degree 
according to the precise character of the duty owed. The 
opinion of Chief Justice Hot, in Coggs v. Bernard (1704, 
1 Sm. L. C. 173), is probably a true exposition of the 
law on this point, although his division into “ ordinary, gross and 
slight” negligence is perhaps not the best classification of the 
degrees. But that at least three degrees in the standard of care 
are recognized by our jurisprudence is clear if we compare 
together the respective liabilities (in tort) of (1) a carrier of 
passengers for reward, (2) a carrier of goods, and (3) a keeper of 
dangerous things. The duty of the bailee who carries passengers, 
whether omnibus, railway company, or steamship, is simply to 
take reasonable care to carry them safely ; he is held to have 
discharged this duty if he can shew that he has taken every 
reasonable precaution to make his appliances and arrangements 
“as safe as care and skill can make them” (Redhead v. Midland 
Railway Co., L. R. 4 Q. B. 379—a decision of the Court of Ex- 
chequer Chamber). On the other hand, the common carrier, who 
holds himself out as a carrier of goods for reward, has imposed 
upon him a much higher duty, namely that of “insuring the 
safety ” of tho goods carried by him; itis no defence to an action 
for damage incurred through loss in transit merely to shew that 
all reasonable precautions have been taken for their safety : Coggs 
v. Bernard (supra). His only defences are that the injury is due 
to the act of God, or to some inherent vice in the goods them- 
selves, i.¢., contributory negligence on the part of the plaintiff. 
Again, the liability of one who keeps a dangerous thing is 
intermediate between those two liabilities ; he keeps it “at his 
peril”: Hylands v. Fletcher (1868, L. R. 3 H. L. 330). But he 
escapes liability, not only if he can prove “ act of God” (Nichols v. 
Marsland, 1875, L. K. 10 Ex. 255), or “ contributory negligence,” | 
but also if he can shew actus rei interveniens, or the intervening | 
criminal act of a third party, which is the immediate cause of the 
damage : Bor v. Jubb (1879, 4 Ex. D. 76). This last defence, in | 
the nature of things, is not open to the carrier of goods. From | 
the examples we have given it will be seen, that there is a wide 
difference in tort between the liability of the common carrier | 
who takes passengers for reward, and that of the same or another 
carrier who undertakes the transportation of goods. This 
difference has recently been re-aflirmed !by the Court of Appeal, 
in a very interesting case which we reported last week : Newberry 
V. Bristol Tramways and Carriage Co. (ante, p. 172). 





The Liability of Tramway Undertakings. 

In Newberry’s Case (supra) the facts were very interesting, and 
the points which incidentally arose were more than usually 
instructive, The plaintiff was a passenger in one of the defendants’ 





tramways, which were worked by electricity—of course under 
statutory powers. The system used was the well-known “ over- 
head trolley ” system, in which the power which runs the car is 
applied by means of the connection which a trolley-arm carried 
by it makes with a live electrical wire overhead which it brushes 
as it runs along. In the course of its journey the trolley-head 
got detached from the wire and the trolley-arm fell down, an 
accident which, according to the expert evidence called, cannot 
by any known means be prevented from happening at distant 
intervals of time ; in fact, statistical investigation appears to shew 
that it happens with uniform frequency on all lines where this 
method is used, the ratio of accidental falls being 3 to 244. On 
this occasion the plaintiff was injured by the fall of the arm, and 
in an action for damages the jury found that the company had 
been negligent, and gave a verdict for the plaintiff with £150 
damages. In answer to the judge, however, they were unable 
to suggest any method by which the company could have avoided 
the occurrence of such accidents. He entered judgment 
in accordance with the verdict, but the Court of Appeal took 
the view that the verdict was inconsistent with the evidence, 
since the duty of the carrier is merely that of taking the pre- 
cautions and providing all appliances which care and skill can 
find (Redhead v. Midland Railway Co. (supra)); it therefore 
entered judgment for the defendants. If the duty of a tramway 
company which uses an electric system is merely that of an 
ordinary carrier of passengers, then, on the evidence, this decision 
seems clearly right. But, it is submitted, when electricity is 
used as the motive power there is really a different principle 
involved. Electricity brought into contact with a car is surely a 
“ dangerous thing” in a way which the engine of a railway train 
or the horse of an omnibus is not ; for, as Lord Justice FARWELL, 
who delivered a dissenting judgment, pointed out, according to 
the very evidence in this case there is no known means of 
preventing it from acting irregularly so as to cause an acci- 
dent; indeed, this happens with a rhythmic frequency which, 
apparently, can be expressed in a numerical formula (3 to 
244). Surely, then, like other dangerous things brought upon 
one’s premises for one’s own benefit, it must be kept there at 
the peril of him who brings it. Incidentally it may bo 
remarked that the court applied to this case the doctrine of 
Res ipsa loquitur, i.e, the accident was treated as primd facie 
evidence of negligence, and the company was called upon to 
discharge the onus of shewing that they had taken all proper 
precautions. Another peculiar feature in the case is the cross- 
examination of the jury by the judge as to the reasons for 
their verdict ; at first sight it seems strange that a jury should 
be asked not merely to say whether or not a defendant has been 
negligent, but to suggest how he ought to have behaved. 


Injury by Negligent Driving of Friend’s Carriage. 


WE READ in one of the society periodicals the report of a 
singular case under the law of negligence. In an action before 
MAcLEoD, J., in the High Court of Bombay, it appeared that the 
defendant, a native of India, had invited some of his friends for 
arun in a motor-car, which he drove himself without assistance. 
An accident followed, and the plaintiff, who was one of the 
passengers, was grievously injured. The learned judge found 
upon the evidence, that the accident was due to the gross negli- 
gence of the defendant, and he held that the fact that the plain- 
tiff was the defendant’s guest did not affect the liability for this 
negligence. The plaintiff was accordingly held entitled to 
substantial damages. Having regard to the number of English- 
men who must have suffered from accidents after accepting the 
offer of a gratuitous lift from one of their fellow-citizens, 


it is rather curious that we can find no case in which the 


liability for any such accidents is discussed. A natural 
observation in favour of the defendant, fortified by the old 
saying that you must not look a gift horse in the mouth, 
is that the plaintiff, in the circumstances, must take the diive: 
as he finds him; that it must be presumed that the defendant 
took the same care for the plaintiff as for his own safety ; and 
that the complaint of the sufferer, in the words of WILLES, J., in 
Indermaur v. Dames (l.. R. 1 C. P. 274), “wears the colour 
of ingratitude,” In answer it may be said that, although the 
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guest makes no inquiry as to the skill of the driver, he has a 
right to expect that he will be driven with the ordinary com- 
petence of one driving a motor carriage; that the case is 
analogous to that of the gratis patient of a medical practitioner 
who may sue him for negligence and want of skill ; and that there 
may be cases—-for example, where a child is offered and accepts a 
ride, and is injured by reckless driving—in which it would be 
the height of injustice to deprive him of any remedy. It 
would seem, therefore, that the decision of MAcLEOD, J., 
may be supported, though it is quite possible that a 
jury in this country might have found that there was no 
sufficient proof of the gross negligence required for the support 
of theaction. It may be said, in conclusion, that the circumstances 
of each case must often seriously affect the liability which we 
have discussed. It would not be reasonable to expect that one 
who enters the carriage of a friend and submits to be driven by 
him, well knowing that the friend is wholly inexperienced, would 
succeed in an action founded on the incompetence of the 
driver. 


Disturbance by Noise. 

ADULTS as well as children often find pleasure in noises which 
are distressing to their neighbours. We were to!d some years 
ago that, at a wedding in the rural districts of the Tyrol, 
the friends of the married couple celebrated the event by firing 
guns from morning to night. This liking for noise is common 
enough in our country, and may easily lead to infringement of 
the law against nuisances, In a recent case before one of the 
metropolitan magistrates the owner of a revolver was accused of 
discharging it to the danger of passengers. His defence was 
that he had only fired in the air, that it was New Year’s Eve, and 
that what he did was done in sport. To the question why did 
you do it, he replied, “Just to make a bit of a noise, that is all. 
People like to enjoy themselves on New Year’s Eve.” But the 
law should be strong enough to put down these festive persons, 








Correction.—By mistake we included the name of Maikop New 
Producers (Limited) last week (p. 178, ante) in the list of resolutions 
for winding-up voluntarily. The list was founded on the London 
Gazette of December 3lst, and the Gazette makes no distinction of 
heading or place in the nature of the company resolutions which it adver- 
tises. In fact, the resolution passed by this company was a special 
resolution for increasing ite capital. 








A Frontager’s Right of Access 
to the Highway. 


**Tr is well-established law,” said BLACKBURN, J., in Marsal 
v. Ulleswater Co. (1871, L. R.7 Q. B. 166, at p. 172), “that where 
there is a public highway the owners of land adjoining thereto 
have a right to go upon the highway from any spot on their land.” 
The same principle was recognized by Lord SELBORNE in Lyons 
v. Fishmongers’ Co, (1876, 1 A. C. 662, at p. 684), by the Court 
of Queen’s Bench in St. Mary, Newington vy, Jacobs (1871, L. R. 7 
Q. B. 47), and by Romer, J., in Ramuz v. The Southend Local 
Board (1892, 67 L. T. 169, at p. 171). It was also laid down 
by the Master of the Rolls in the recent case of Tottenham Urban 
District Council v. Rowley (1912, 2 Ch. 633); but though the 
right is thus in general admitted, its nature and extent will repay 
consideration. 


It will be observed that this privilege or accommodation is, in 
general, spoken of as aright. Thus, Lord SeLporng in Lyons 
v. Fishmongers’ Co, (supra, at p. 684), referring to certain 
authorities which he had just cited, remarked that those 
authorities recognized a right of immediate access from private 
property toa public highway “asa private right, distinct from 
the right of the owner of that property to use the highway 
itself as one of the public.” Again, the Master of the Rolls, in 
the recent case (supra, at p. 644), said, “the owner of adjoining 
land has a private right attached to his property to gain access 
to the highway.” Perhaps, however, it would be more correct 





to describe it as the rightful taking of an opportunity, 
than an appurtenant right of property. It is really 
the legitimate enjoyment of a facility which arises from 
the accident of the juxtaposition of two wholly distinct rights— 
the private right of ownership and the public right of passage. 
The first, the right of the individual owner to use his own land 
in any way he pleases and to leave it at any point he can with- 
out committing a trespass ; and the secand, the right as a member 
of the public to use the highway for the purposes of passage. An 
owner who breaks out from his land into a highway in a new 
place, traverses (a) his own land and (}) land subject to a public 
right of passage. At what point does he become a wrongdoer? 
The obvious answer is, “ Nowhere.” Hence, the so-called right. 
If a man walks across his field A he exercises bis right of owner- 
ship. When he walks across his adjoining field B, he also exer 
cises a similar right in respect of B. But nobody would seriously 
suggest that, when he is in process of walking through the gate, 
or breaking through the dividing hedge between A and B, 
he is exercising a third “ right.” 

This view appears to be supported by the judgment of Bram- 
WELL, L.J., in Nutter v. Accrington Local Board of Health (1878, 
4 Q. B. D. 375,'at p. 388), for, if the facility of access enjoyed by a 
frontager was an independent right, presumably the raising or 
lowering of the surface of the highway, so as to interfere with 
the means of exercising the so-called right, would of itselt be an 
unlawful act. But the Lord Justice was clearly of opinion that 
this interference would not of itself be unlawful. Further, if it 
were a right, we might expect to find, in cases where very 
narrow strips of land, belonging to third parties and not dedicated 
to the highway, lie between the adjoining owner’s land and the 
highway, that this right would readily become paramount to 
the rights of the owners of these semi-dereiict strips. But 
nothing is clearer than that the existence of such a strip, however 
narrow and insignificant, prevents the so-called right of access 
to the highway. 

However this may be, it is convenient to refer to the frontager’s 
privilege of access as his right of access. In either view the 
result is the same, and the authorities shew that, in general, he 
does not make a misuse of the adjoining highway when he breaks 
out upon it from any spot on his land. It is also clear that he may 
do so whether he is the owner or not of the soil of the part of the 
highway which abuts upon his land: see per Romer, J., in Ramu: 
v. The Southend Local Board (supra, at p. 171). At the same 
time the full exercise of this right may be curtailed in divers 
ways. Thus, there may be a fence on the land dedicated to the 
highway, or there may be by-laws or local regulations with 
regard to paving, &c., which have to be observed, and in any 
case the ‘frontager must not offend against the provisions of 
section 72 of the Highway Act, 1835, 

In practice the right is often not put in force, for fear of 
disturbing the rights of the public on a footpath lying between 
the frontager’s boundary and that part of the highway to which 
vehicular traffic is confined. This abstention from the exercise 
of the right frequently occurs in cases of recent or modern 
dedication where it appears clear that the roadway proper and 
the footpath at its side have been dedicated at the same time 
for distinct purposes—the roadway for vehicular traffic and the 
footpath for passage by foot only. That a frontage owner, how- 
ever, has usually little to fear in putting his right of access in 
force is shewn by the recent case in the Court of Appeal. 

The material facts of that case were as follows:—A road 
connecting two highways had been laid out along the boundary 
of the defendant’s estate. This road was wholly on his land, but 
abutted on its northern side on the south boundary of the 
plaintiff's land, which was fenced off. Before the road had been 
laid out the defendant had, in accordance with the local by-laws, 
deposited a plan shewing the intended road with footpaths 
on both sides, all on his land. Houses were afterwards 
erected on the south side of the road, and the defendant 
made up the southern portion of the road for one-half of 
its width. He then removed a fence which had prevented 
free access of the public, so that thenceforth the public 
were enabled to use the whole road. The plaintiffs then 
removed part of their southern fence and carted building materials 
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over the road on to their land. To this the defendant objected, 
on the ground that there had been no dedication of the half of 
the road next the plaintiffs’ land, and that if there had been a 
dedication, the part of the roadway immediately abutting on the 
plaintiffs’ land had only been dedicated as a footpath. It was 
shewn that the public had used the whole of the road, but that 
the made-up portion had been subjected to most of the user. 
The Court of Appeal, affirming Joyog, J., held that there had 
been a dedication of the whole of the width of the road as_high- 
way, and that the plaintiffs were entitled to access to this highway 
from their land. In effect, it was held that there had been a 
dedication for all purposes, and that, although it had been clearly 
contemplated by the dedicator that there should be a footpath 
next the plaintiffs’ fence, yet the dedication was to be taken as 
having been made subject to the incidents which might prove 
necessary for the convenience of the frontage owners. 

The court did not decide that it was impossible for a dedicator 
to dedicate a footpath at the side of the highway in such a 
manner as to exclude for all time the frontagers’ rights of access 
for vehicular traffic across the footpath. Although the Master 
of the Rolls doubted whether such a qualified dedication was 
possible in law, the court merely decided that, in that particular 
case, evidence of such an intention on the part of the dedicator 
was not forthcoming. But the observations made in the 
judgments shew clearly that, apart from a case of dedication by 
expres3 grant, the difficulties to be overcome by any party seeking 
to establish a qualified dedication of this sort, so as to bar a 
frontager’s right of access for vehicular traffic across a footpath 
to the roadway proper, are practically insurmountable, It is 
difficult, indeed, to imagine even the nature of the evidence which 
would not result in the court coming to the conclusion of fact that 
the dedication was a dedication for all the ordinary and usual 
purposes of a highway. The case shews also that such a 
dedication would necessarily be taken as having been made 
subject to the frontagers’ rights of access, as the reasonable 
incidents of a highway. The practical effect of the decision is 
to fortify the frontager in the enjoyment of his privilege of 
access, and it seems also to confirm the view expressed above, 
and to shew that the so-called right really lies in the highway 
itself, and in the fundamental conception of a highway, as land 
dedicated to the useful purposes of free access and passage. 








Books of the Week. 


Accountancy.—A Short History of Accountants and Account- 
ancy. By Arruur H. Wootr, Barrister-at-cLaw. Gee & Co. 
Limited). 7s. 6d. net. 

Company Secretaries.—Secretarial Practice. The Manual 
of the Chartered Institute of Secretaries, prepared by the Council of 
the Institute, in conjunction with F. Saewett Cooper, Barrister-at- 
Law. Spottiswoode & Co. (Limited) ; Effingham Wilson. 7s. 6d. 
net. 

Railways.—Railway Consignment Notes and their Conditions. 
By B. O. Brrcnam, Barrister-at-Law. Butterworth & Co. 3s. 6d. 
net. 

Criminal Law.—Spouse Witnesses in Criminal Cases, By 
Herman Conen, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Haynes. Is. 6d. 
net. 

County Court Practice.—The Annual County Court 
Practice, 1913. By His Honour Judge Smyty, K.C., and W. J. 
Brooks, Barrister-at-Law. Two Vols. (in one). Sweet & Maxwell 
(Limited) ; Stevens & Sons (Limited). 25s. - 








Correspondence. 


Income Tax. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 
Sir.—In reference to “Subscriber's” letter in your issué of 
December 28th, I would call attention to the concluding lines of 
section 190 of the Income Tax Act, 1842, shewing that the informa- 
tion or return is only to be given by agents in cases where they are 
“authorized to make such returns.” 
ANOTHER SUBSORIBER. 


Jan. 3, 





The Increased Licence Duties—Section 2 of the 
Finance Act, 1912. 

[7'o the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.] 

Sir,—Section 2 of the Finance Act, 1912, having set a proportion 
sum, but having given only two factors, viz. :—({1) increased duty, 
and (2) increased rent, it is suggested that the third factor must be 
one of the three terms mentioned in the Finance Act, 1910, viz. :— 
(a) annual licence value, (b) annual value as unlicensed premises, 
or (c) annual value as licensed premises, : 

In other words the proportion sum must be either :— 

increased rent 


pgs Xt SOESe Cuber: oF 
annual licence value 








increased ren . 
(2) = t sy increased duty, or 
value as unlicensed premises 
increased rent . 
( — x increased duty, 


value as licensed premises 
and, as an alternative to guess work, the selection may be made on 
the lines of Euclid’s favourite reductio ad absurdum. 

With regard to (1) if the annual value of the premises licensed 
and unlicensed is £100 and £80 respectively (the annual licence 
value would be £20), and if the increased duty is £25, the landlord 
would receive £20 extra rent and have to pay £25 towards the extra 
duty of £20. 

As to (2), if the annual value of the premises licensed and un- 
licensed is £100 and £20 respectively, and if the increased duty is 
£25, the landlord would receive £80 extra rent, and have to pay £100 
towards the extra duty of £25. 

It may be said that the landlord cannot be called on to pay more 
than the whole of the increased duty, but is there any reason why he 
should pay the whole, when the section says he is to pay a pro- 
portion ? 

The third proposition (your own basis) will not result in any 
absurdity whatever figures are taken, and must surely be the prefer- 
able one. 

I have borne in mind that the division in O. & Co.’s letter (p. 127, 
ante) is different to the above propositions, inasmuch as there, the 
third factor is the rent received by the lessor, which may be greater 
or less than the annual value as licensed premises, The lessor’s 
rent is, however, used as the basis for ascertaining what increased rent 
is received by him, and ought not, it is submitted, to be used to supply 
the missing factor. 2.5. * 

Jan. 6. 

[We are obliged for our correspondents’ letters, but we must now 
close the correspondence and wait for some authoritative pronounce- 
ment. We donot see our way to depart from the opinion already ex- 
pressed (ante p. 141), that the licensee’s immediate lessor cannot pass 
any part of his apportionment of the increase of the duty on to his 
superior lessor ; and we do not find in the section under considera- 
tion any ground for making the apportionment depend upon the 
annual trade value of the premises as distinguished from the rent 
actually payable. In this respect the section differs materially from 
section 46 of the Finance Act, 1910 (p. 141, ante). We by no means 
say that our view is right, but the other views which have been 
expressed seem to lead to difficult and, we fear, not very intelligible 
siiedaians, and as to the nature of these there seems to be no 
common ground of agreement.—Ep. S../.] 


CASES OF LAST SITTINGS. 
High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re THE LAW CAR AND GENERAL INSURANCE CORPORATION 
(LIM.). J.J. KING & SONS’ (LIM.) CLAIM. OLD SILKSTONE 
COLLIERIES’ (LIM.) CLAIM. Neville, J. 23th Nov. ; 10th Dec. 


Company—InsuRANCE—LiquipaTION—EmpLoyers’ Liability Po icies 
—Powicres Current at Date or Wrnpina-urp OrpER—PROOF BY 
PoLicy-HOLDER—COoNTINGENT Cramms MarturinG arrer LiquipaTion— 
VaLuinc Poticres—Breacn or Contract—MeasurE or DamaGEs— 
Compantes’ ConsonipaTion Act, 1908 (8 Ep. 7, c. 69), s.s. 206, 207, 
AND 208—AssuRANCE Companies Act, 1909 (9 Ep. 7, c. 49), 5.8. 2 
AND 17, ScHEeDUvLe 6. 

On the winding-up of an insurance company the holders of current 
policies are entitled to prove in the winding-up im respect of: (1) 
Obligations presently incurred under the contract of insurance at the 
date of the winding-up. (2) Obligations presently incurred under the 
contract of insurance after the date of the winding-up. (3) Estimated 
loss incurred by the policy-holder by the repudiation of the contract of 
insurance. 

The Assurance Companies Act, 1909 (7 Ep. 7, c. 49), does not deprive 
the insured of any of his existing rights. 

Re the Northern Counties of England Fire Insurance Co. (1881, 
17 Ch. D. 337) followed. 
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A compulsory order to wind-up an insurance company was made on 
the 20th of December, 1910. A large number of policies had been 
issued by the Corporation to employers insuring them against risks in 
respect of claims arising by reason of accidents to workmen whilst in 
their service, and many of such policies were current at the date of 
the liquidation. J. J. King & Sons (Limited) and the Old Silkstone 


Collieries (Limited) held Employers’ Liability policies which had not | 


ther. expired, and these two companies lodged proofs in the winding-up 
which it was agreed should be treated as test cases. Messrs. J. J. 
King & Sons (Limited) tendered their original proof on the 27th 
of January, 1911, but subsequently, on the 4th of October, 1911, they 
put in an amended proof, which included the claims in the original 
proof, together with claims ir. respect of accidents to workmen that 
had occurred after the winding-up. The policy under which they 
claimed was dated the 24th of June, 1909, and was for one year, from 
the Ist of July, 1909, at one annual premium of £147 16s. 3d. On 


the let of July, 1910, the policy was renewed for one year, and expired | 


on the 1st of July, 1911. There were claims under this policy, both 
before the 20th of December, 1910, and also after that date, while the 


policy was still current. The proof included the capital sums required | 


to purchase annuities equal to the weekly compensation awarded to all 
the injured workmen. ‘The liquidator rejected the proofs on the ground 
that the company could not prove in respect of accidents arising after 
the commencement of the liquidation. He contended that their proof 
should be limited to the proportionate amount of the premium between 
the date of the commencement of the liquidation and the date of the 
expiry of the policy. The company appealed against the liquidator’s 
rejection of their proof. The Old Silkstone Collieries (Limited) based 
their proof on three policies, one of which was dated the 13th of June, 
1910, for ore year, from the 1st of August, 1910, at an annual premium 
of £2,154 7s. 6d., payable quarterly. The last quarter in respect of 
this policy was paid in advance in November, 1910. There was a 
memorandum endorsed on the policy, extending it to July, 1913, but 
no premium had been paid thereunder. This company, in their proof, 
made two claims—(i.) for accidents similar to the claim of Messrs. 
J. J. King & Sons (Limited), and (ii.) for damages under the endorsed 
memorandum which were computed on the basis of the estimated cost 
of insuring the same risks in a good office, less the premiums they 
would have paid under the policy. This latter claim was made on 
account of the rates of insurance having risen. The liquidator rejected 
this claim on the ground that the company could not prove for damages 
sustained by breach of contract, and the company also appealed against 
this decision. Counsel for Messrs. J. J. King & Sons (Limited) relied 
on the case of Pe the Northern Counties of England Fire Insurance 
('o., Macfarlane’s Claim (1881, 17 Ch. D. 337). They contended that 
there was no distinction between this case, which was a case laying 
down that a holder of a fire policy can prove in respect of a fire which 
occure in the course of the winding-up, whether the time limited for 
sending in claims has expired or not,and the case before the court. They 
accordingly contended that they were entitled to prove under : ieir 
policy for claims that were contingent at the date of the windirg-up 
and subsequently during the currency of the policy riper.ed into debts. 
On the question of damages arising in the Colliery Companies’ case, 
counsel contended that the order made in the case of Re the Albert 
TAfe Assurance Co., Bell’s case, dc. (1870, L. R. 9 Eq. 706) in effect gave 
the policy-holders the right to prove for damages by allowing them to 
tender proofs for such amounts as would enable them to put themselves 
in an exactly similar position in a new sound company from that which 
they had lost by reason of the winding-up. Counsel for the liquidator 
submitted that for valuing a policy the 6th Schedule of the Assurance 
Companies Act, 1909 (7 Ed. 7, c. 49), was a complete code of rules. 
They also referred to a case which came before Lord Cullen, the Lord 
Ordinary in the Court of Session in Scotland, and which is unreported, 
where Lord Cullen, with similar facts before him to those in the present 
case, rejected similar proofs: Re the Life and Health Assurance 
Association (Limited), Berry’s Claim. They further contended that the 
case of Re the Northern Counties Fire Insurance Co., Macfarlane’s 
Claim (ubi supra). had been superseded by section 17 of the Assurance 
Companies Act, 1909 (7 Ed. 7, Ch. 49). Cur. adv. vult. 


Nevitte, J., after stating the facts, eaid: In my opinion there is 
nothing in the Assurance Companies Act, 1909, or the 6th Schedule 
thereto, inconsistent with the decision in the case of Re the Northern 
Counties Insurance Co., Macfarlane’s Claim (ubi supra). This Act does 
not expressly deprive any insured person of any existing rights he may 
have, but it merely directs that in the case of a policy requiring w 
be valued, it shall be valued ir a particular way. In my opinion a 
policy-holder may prove for a debt which has arisen under the contract 
of insurance, whether it arose before or after the winding-up, and, 
moreover, in my opinion, he may also treat the winding-up as a re- 
pudiation of the contract by the company and prove for the estimated 
loss or damage thereby occasioned to him. I hold accordingly that 
the policy-holders are entitled to prove in respect of—(1) Obligations 
presently incurred under the contract of insurance at the date of the 
witding-up ; (2) obligations presently incurred under the contract of 
insurance after the date of the winding up; and (3) estimated loss in 
curred by the policy-holder by the repudiations of the contract of 
insurance; and accordingly, remit the proofs to the liquidator to be 
reconsidered by him and admitted.—Counsen, Younger, K.C., and 
Maugham; D. M. Kerly; T. J. C, Tomlin. Soxtcrrors, W. , 
Wynne & Sons, for Evans, Lockett & Co., Liverpool; A, B, Burton, 


| for Scatcherd & Co., Leeds; Rawle, Johnstone & Co., for Peace & Ellis, 
Wigan. 


[Reported by L. M. Mar, Barrister-at Law.] 
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High Court—King’s Bench 
. . . 
Division. 
LOFTHOUSE COLLIERY (LIM.) v. OGDEN. Bailhache, J. 
18th, 19th, and 20th Dee. 

EmpLoyer AND WorkMAN—Coat Mines—Waces—‘* Pits ’—MEANING 
or Coan Mixes (Mixtuum Wace) Acr, 1912 (2 Geo. 5, c. 2), s. 2, 
SUB-SECTION 5. 

Semble, that the court has jurisdiction under Order 25, 7. 5, to put 
| a construction upon awards made under the provisions of the Coal 
Mines (Minimum Wage) Act, 1912, to the extent of declaring the rights 
of the parties under such awards. 7 4 

In an award made by the chairman of the Joint District Board for 
West Yorkshire, the eastern sub-division was defined to ‘* include all 
pits situate on the east of the Great Northern Railway Company's 
main line.”’ 

Held, that the word “ pits” was used to denote the shafts by which 
the men came up and went down. 

The Joint District Board for West Yorkshire constituted under the 
Coal Mines (Minimum Wage) Act, 1912, were empowered by section 
2, sub-section 5, of the Act to sub-divide West Yorkshire into two or 
more districts if desirable for the purpose of settling minimum rates 
of wages. The masters and men upon the board were unable to agree 
as to the division, and His Honour Judge Amphlett, the chairman of 
the board, divided the district into two parts, fixing the Great Northern 
Railway main line to Leeds as the line of division. By an award 
dated the 10th of June, 1912, the eastern sub-division was to include 
all pits situate on the east of the line, as therein described, and. the 
western sub-division was to include all pits situate on the west of the 
line, as similarly described, and by the same part of his award these 
minimum rates of wages were fixed for each sub-division. The plain- 
tiffs, who were the owners of the mine, claimed that their collieries 
were in the western, and the defendant, who represented the miners, 
claimed that they were in the eastern sub-division, the importance of the 
matter being that the rates of wages applicable to the western sub- 
division were lower than those applicable to the eastern sub-division. 
The court was asked to make a declaration accordingly, the question 
of construction being the sense in which the word “ pite’’ was used in 
the chairman’s award. The plaintiffs called a number of witnesses, 
the joint effect of whose evidence was that the word “ pits’’ was com- 
monly and properly used in these senses: (1) to denote the under- 
ground workings and the shafts; (2) to denote the underground work- 
ings only; and (3) to denote the shafts only. The defendant called 
evidence to the effect that the primary meaning of the word ‘‘ pits” 
was the shaft, though he agreed that the word was frequently used 
in the wider sense spoken to by the plaintiffs’ witnesses. The learned 
judge found as a fact that the word “ pits’’ was used to denote (a) 
the shaft; (b) the underground workings, with or without the shafts; 
(c) the colliery as a whcle; and that the primary meaning of “pits” 
was the shafts. It was submitted on behalf of the plaintiffs that the 
context and circumstances were such that the word ‘‘ pits ”’ in the chair- 
man’s award was used to denote the underground workings upon the 
ground that the whole object of the sub-division of West Yorkshire 
was to regulate underground wages, and to differentiate between workers 
on the east and workers on the west of the railway, which could only 
be done by finding on which side of the line the coal being worked 
lay, and that the shafts had little or no bearing on the point. It was 
contended on behalf of the defendant that in using the word ‘“‘ pits” 
the chairman’s object was to provide a readily ascertainable indication 
which anybody interested could see for himself as to the situation of 
every colliery, and whether it fell into the eastern or western sub- 
divisions. It was further contended that the court had no jurisdiction 
to entertain the action. Cur. adv. vult. 

Bartuacue, J., in the course of his judgment, said that upon the 
case being opened he was very doubtful about the competence of the 
court to entertain the action, and those doubts had not been entirely 
removed, but upon the whole he had come to the conclusion that under 
Ord. 25, r. 5, it was competent for him to put a construction upon 
the learned chairman’s award to the extent of declaring the rights of 
the parties under the award. He must, of course, be careful not to 
express any opinion as to the correctness of such award, or in any 
way to alter or vary it. The question of construction was the sense 
in which the word ‘ pits’? was used in the learned chairman’s award. 
When the word “ pits "’ was used to mean either the underground work- 
ings or the colliery as a whole it derived such meaning from the fact 
that in the connection in which or the circumstances under which it 
was being used it was obvious that something other than the shafts 
was referred to, as, for instance, when a miner spoke of working in 
the pit, or a buyer of coal spoke of his coal coming from a particular 
pit. In considering, therefore, the sense in which the learned chair- 
man used the word “ pits,’’ it was necessary to ascertain whether there 
was anything in the context or in the circumstances under which the 
word was used by him to lead one to the conclusion that it was 50 
used in any other than its primary meaning. His lordship adopted 





| 





the defendant's contention, He saw no reason for giving the word 





secti 
in 07 
had 

to q 
larce 
they 
victi 
Ar 
—Gi 
ment 
of fi 
22nd 
after 
after 
count 
of w 
Edw: 
four | 
stoler 
the | 
refus 
Broo! 
upon 
priso' 
Gilbe 
and 

barge 
was | 
whea' 
had 

recei' 
At tl 
was 1 
court 
Brook 
called 
recei\ 
Edwa 
By 


comm 
calen 
to pr 

Rit 
our «© 
of th: 
count: 
steali: 
him 
from 
or an 


Jan. 11, 1912. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 


(Vol. 57.) 187_ 








“pits” here anything but its primary meaning; he thought the learned 
chairman intended to use the word in that sense for the very object 
of localising any given colliery at sight, and that he did not intend 
to use the word in a sense which would or might involve an inquiry 
into the actual underground situation of the mine, and a nice calcula- 
tion as to how much of the colliery lay on one side of the line and 
how much on the other. Still less did he think that the 
intended to sub-divide a colliery and make a different scale of pay 
applicable in the same colliery according to whether the men when 
they got to the bottom of the shaft got to their work by turning to 
the right or to the left. 
it was very likely to happen that here and there a colliery might be 
on both sides of the line and underneath it. What, in that case, was 
to determine its inclusion in one sub-division or the other? The 


learned chairman said the pits, and surely that must mean the shafts | 
by which the men went down and came up, and through which the | 


coal was raised to the surface. In his lordship’s judgment upon the 


true meaning of the word ‘“ pits” 

the plaintiffs’ colliery was in the eastern sub-division of West York- 

shire.—Counset, Danckwerts, K.C., and Latter; Sankey, K.C., and 

Woddy. Soricrtors, Simpson, Thomas, & Clark, for Simpson, Thomas, 

& Curtis, Leeds; Corbin, Greener, & Cook, for Raley & Sons, Barnsley. 
[Reported by Leonarp C. THomas, Barrivter-at-Law.] 





Court of Criminal Appeal. 


REX v. GILBERT, REX v. EDWARDS. 20.h Dec. 

Crammmnat LAwW—INDICTMENT—CHARGING THREE LARCENIES AGAINST THE 
Same Person 1n TuHree Counts—ANOTHER PRISONER CHARGED IN 
OnE or THE Counts—LARCENyY Act, 1861 (24 & 25 Vicr., c. 96), s. 5. 
An indictment charging a prisoner with two distinct acts of stealing 

within six months from the same person in three counts pursuant to 

section 5 of, the Larceny Act, 1861, is bad if it charges another prisoner 
in one of the counts only. Acvordingly, in such a case, 
had been duly made to quash the indictment and the court had refused 


to quash it or the count in which the two prisoners were charged with | 
larceny, or to call upon the prosec ution to elect upon which of the counts 


they would proceed, the Court of Criminal Appeal quashed the con- 
victions on the indictments. 


Appeals from convictions at the Middlesex Sessions.—Four prisoners 


—Gilbert, Brooks, Ashby and Edwards—were charged under an indict 
ment in three counts : The first count charged Gilbert with the larceny 
of five sacks of wheat, the property of E. and J. Fountain, on the 
22nd October, 1912; the second count charged Gilbert and Brooks 
afterwards and within the space of six calendar months from and 
after the time of the committing of the offence charged in the first 
count, viz., on the 29th October, 1912, with the larceny of four sacks 
of wheat, the property of E. and J. Fountain; the third count charged 
Edwards and Ashby with receiving ‘‘on the day and year aforesaid ”’ 
four sacks of wheat, the property of E. and J. Fountain, then feloniously 
stolen, well knowing the same to have been feloniously stolen. 
the trial motion was made to quash the indictment; but the court 
refused to quash the indictment, or to quash the count upon which 
Brooks was joined with Gilbert, or to call upon the prosecution to elect 
upon which of the first two counts they would proceed, and the 
prisoners pleaded not guilty and the trial proceeded. It appeared that 
Gilbert was master of a barge plying between Brentford and Uxbridge, 
and Brooks was the man who looked after the horse that pulled the 
barge. Ashby was the occupier of a wharf on this route and Edwards 
was his foreman. The case put forward by the prosecution was that 
wheat which should have been delivered by Gilbert at Uxbridge, which 
had fallen out of the bags, was gathered into sacks and stolen and 
received on the return journey from Brentford at Ashby’s wharf. 
At the close of the case for the Crown it was submitted that there 
was no evidence against any of the prisoners. By the direction of the 
court a verdict of not guilty was returned as against Ashby and 
Brooks. Evidence for the defence of Gilbert and Edwards was then 
called, and the former was convicted of larceny and the latter of 
receiving. Sentence was postponed to the next seseions. Gilbert and 
Edwards appealed. 

By section 5 of the Larceny Act, 1861, an indictment for larceny 
may contain several counts against the same person for any 
of distinct acts of stealing, not exceeding three, which may have been 
committed by him against. the same person within the space of six 
calendar months from the first to the last of such acts, and it is lawful 
to proceed thereon for all or any of them. 

Riptey, J., delivered the judgment of the court follows :—In 
our opinion this indictment wes bad. There is power by section 5 
of the Larceny Act, 1861, in indictments for larceny to insert several 
counts against the same person for any number of distinct acts of 
stealing, not exceeding three, which may have been committed by 
him against the seme person within the space of six calendar months 
from the first to the last of such acts, and to proceed thereon for all 
or any of them. The words are ‘several counts against the same 
person.”” My brother Bankes has already expressed the view in the 
course of the argument that this section does not authorize a charging 
of another person in one of the counts. Ard I agree with him. Yon 
cannot have an indictment. charging A with larceny in the first count, 
A and B with larceny in the second count, and A and B and C with 


as 


chairman | 


When one used a railway as a dividing line | 


as used by the learned chairman, 


where motion | 


At | 


of stealing being within six months from first to last. If the argument 
for the Crown were right, such an indictment would be good. In our 
opinion, therefore, this indictment was bad, and the count ought to 
have been quashed or the preeecution put to their election. Turning 
to the question whether there are any merits in the objection raised, 
we think that We think that Edwards and Ashby, who 
were charged with receiving the sacks, might have been seriously 
|embgrrassed by the fact that the second count of this indictment 
| charged not only Gilbert but Brooks. We think that Brooks also 
might have been embarrassed. In the event neither Ashby nor 
Brooks suffered, for it was held that there wes no case against them. 
In these circumstances we do not see that we can do otherwiee than 
allow the appeals. It is only fair to point out that in Rex v. Harris 
(1910, 5 Crim. App. Rep. 285) it does appear that this court, although 
they held an indictment to be bad, dismiesed the appeal. But in 
that case the objection was not taken in time in the court below. 

Counset for Edwards: LZiliott, K.C., and Hustace Fulton; for 
Gilbert : Cassel; for the Crown: Purcell. Sowicirors: Percy Robin- 
son & Co.;: Hanne &: Co.; The Director of Public Prosecutions. 


[Reported by C. G. Moray, Barrister-at-Law.] 


oti in the third count against the same person, the several aéte 
| 


there are. 


Solicitors’ Cases. 


Re ALICE STEAD. SMITH v. STEAD. Neville, J. 18th Dee. 
TAXATION OF Costs—PRACTICE—REVIEW OF TAXING MAsTERS’ CERTIFI- 

CATE—INEFFECTUAL SALE By AvcTION—ScaLe AND ITEM CHARGES— 

Soricrrors’ REMUNERATION Act, 1881 (44 & 45 Vicr. c. 44), s. 2, 

Sus-sections (a) (¢), Schepute 1, Part I., r. 2; ScHEDULE 2. 

Where there has been an ineffectual aitempt to sell land by auction, 
and the land is not subsequently sold, the solicitor’s charges in his bill 
of under the Solicitors’ Remuneration Act, 1881 (44 & 45 Vict. 
c. 44), should be item charge s and not scale charges. 

The words “ where the property is not sold,” which occur in the first 
schedule to the Act only refer to a preliminary ineffectual auction 
where the prepe rly is subse que ntly sold, 

This was a summons to review the taxing-master’s certificate. A 
testator by her will made the usual declaration that her trustees might 


COB 8 





| either act personally or employ a solicitor to transact the business of the 
| trusts, and that if any of her trustees should be a solicitor he should be 


entitled to charge professional charges for work done in connection 
with the trust. Two of her trustees were solicitors, and on the death 
of the testatrix in 1897 they proceeded to administer her estate. In 
the course of such administration they attempted to sell certain lands 
of the testatrix by auction. One of these solicitors died in 1907, and 
in 1909 the other solicitor delivered bills of costs to the plaintiff, Smith, 
who was the other surviving trustee, for costs which he had incurred 
in the administration of the testatrix’s estate. These bills of costs 
amounted in all to £1,400. In 1910 the plaintiff issued an originating 
summons against the surviving solicitor, A. J. Stead, and others, 
asking that the said bills of costs might be taxed. The bills were 
ordered to be taxed, and the taxing-master certified the fees, charges 
and disbursements of A. J. Stead to be £1,300. In his certificate the 
taxing-master stated that objections had been brought in to his taxation 
by A. J. Stead, but he had overruled those objections. It appeared that 
in the original bill the items in dispute had been as follows :—No. 1240. 
‘To charges for conducting attempted sale by auction, £12 5s.’’; Nos. 
1241—1244, ‘‘ Perusing abstract of title and preparing special condi- 
tious of sale; Lot 1, £4 4s.; Lot 2, £4 4s.; Lot 3, £3 3s.; Lot 4, 
£3 3s.’’ The taxing-master had allowed No. 1240, but had disallowed 
Nos. 1241-1244. The objections carried in by A. J. Stead were 
that the taxing-master should have disallowed No. 1240 and allowed 
Nos. 1241-1244. A. J. Stead contended that Nos. 1240-1244 were all 
charges for work done in connection with an ajtempted sale by auction. 
The sale was ineffectual, and was not completed. By the Solicitors’ Re- 
muneration Act, 1881 (44 & 45 Vict., c. 44), s. 2, sub-section (@), the 
charges for completed sales are to be scale charges according to schedule 
I. of the Act, but by sub-section (c) the charges for uncompleted 
are to be item charges according to echedule I. of the 


sales 
Act. Charge No. 1240 was a scale charge and should have been dis- 





number | 


allowed, while item charges should have been allowed, although he 
| admitted that the present item charges were wrong because they were 
not in accordance with the general order. Accordingly, A. J. Stead, 
| together with his objections, delivered another bill of item charges 
covering all the charges numbered 1240-1244 in the original bill, and 
amounting in all to the sum of £14 14s., and submitted that this 
amount should be allowed in lieu of the other amounts in the original 
bill, and this summons was then taken out to have the taxing-master’s 
certificate varied accordingly. The plaintiff Smith objected. He con- 
tended that rule 2 of schedule I. provided for scale charges ‘‘ where the 
property was not sold,’’ and that, accordingly, A. J. Stead’s inter- 
pretation of the general order, if accurate, would make such general 
inconsistent with the schedules. 

NeEvILte, J., after stating the facts, said : In this case, in my opinion, 
the solicitor is right. The words ‘‘ where the property is not sold,’’ 
which occur in the first schedule to the Solicitors’ Remuneration Act, 
1881 (44 & 45 Vict.. c. 44), and on which the plaintiff Smith relies, 
only in my mind refer to a preliminary ineffectual auction when the 
property is ultimately sold, and not to such a case as the one before 
I accordingly hold that the objections are good and must be 


order 


me. 
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maintained, and that the taxing-master’s certificate must be varied by 


allowing the item charges not exceeding £14 14s,—Counsex, Jenking, | 


K.C., and L. Thorp; Petersen, K.C., and St. John Clerke. Soxicrtors, 
('. P. Fielder, Le Riche d Co,, for A, J, Stead, Manchester ; Francia M. 
Jehoult, 

[ Reports y L. M. May, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty 
Division. 


P. v. P. Bargrave Deane, J. 17th Dee. 


[APPEAL FROM RectstRAR—PetiTIon FOR RestTituT1on or CONJUGAL 
Ricuts spy Wire—ANswer By HvusBAND ALLEGING ADULTERY 
Rerty py Wire ALLecina ApuLTeRY—Compensatio Criminis—PaRa 
GRAPHS IN Repty Strock Ovur—How Court Acts wHere PARTIES 
ARE in pari delicto. 


The court will not grant a decree of restitution of conjugal rights 
to a petitioner who has been guilty of adultery. 

The case of Seaver v. Seaver (2 Sw. and Tr. 665, appendix) not 
approved of. 


Summons in Chambers, ‘ 
order dated the 10th day of December, 1912, made by Mr. Registrar 
Pritchard, dismissing a summons issued to strike out paragraphs 3 to 
7 of the petitioner-wife’s reply. The petition for restitution of 
conjugal rights was filed by the wife on the 27th of December, 1911, 
By his answer, the respondent denied that he had withdrawn from 
cohabitation with his wife without just cause, and alleged that she 
had been guilty of adultery, but he did not ask for any relief. The 
petitioner in paragraphs 1 and 2 of her reply denied the allegation of 
adultery, and by paragraphs 3, 4, 5, 6 and 7 alleged that the respondent 
had been guilty of adultery, and prayed as before. The summons to 
strike out the paragraphs 3 to 7 was dismissed, and the respondent 
therefore appealed. For the respondent it was submitted that the 
Registrar had relied on the case of Seaver v. Seaver (supra), which 
was decided in 1846 by the Irish Court of Delegates before the Matri- 


monial Acts in England. The case was inconsistent with the decision | 


in Hope v. Hope (1858, 6 W. R. 585; 1 Sw. and Tr. 94), where the 


court held that, where the parties were in pari delicto, a decree of 


restitution should be refused. Since the Matrimonial Causes Act, | 


1884, and the case of Russell vy. Russell (44 W. R. 213; 1895, P. 315), the 
case of Seaver v. Seaver (supra) could no longer be regarded as good 
law. The court did not now hold that a husband must return to 
cohabitation with a wife guilty of adultery 
the respondent in his answer, therefore the reply of the petitioner 
could not be regarded as similar to an answer to a petition. The para- 
graphs complained of were irrelevant, for if the respondent failed to 
establish the adultery of the petitioner, the allegations in the reply 
were immaterial, and if he did prove the adultery alleged, it would be 
useless to the petitioner, as she would still be disentitled to a decree 
of restitution 
dealt with at once. For the petitioner it was contended that Seaver 
v. Seaver (supra) was still good law. The principle of compensatio 
criminia there enunciated was not obsolete. The petitioner would be at 
a disadvantage if prevented from pleading and proving the alleged 


adultery of the respondent, for not only would she be precluded from 
shewing that, if she herself was guilty, the respondent was in pari | 


delicto, being guilty himself, but she would be debarred from obtain- 
ing an order for maintenance against him. Such a position for a wife 
to be placed in was a harsh one. 

Barcrave Deane, J.: I am of opinion that the paragraphs 3 to 7 
of the reply must be struck out. Anyone who brings a suit for re 
stitution of conjugal rights must come with clean hands to the court, 
and a decree will not be pronounced in favour of a person guilty of 
adultery. An alternative prayer for judicial separation in the reply 


would be inconsistent with the original claim, and would shew that the | 


original claim was not made bond fide. In my opinion the case of 
Seaver v. Seaver (supra) is no longer good law The pring iple of com- 
pensatio criminis suggested in that case would not be followed in the 
present day. Two blacks can never make a white. Moreover, Seaver 
v. Seaver is inconsistent with the principles of the Matrimonial Causes 
Acts of 1857 and 1884. The appeal will be allowed, but the petitioner 
will have her costs\—Counset, Le Bas and N. Middleton for the re- 
spondent; P. Wippell for the petitioner. Soticrrors, Milner & Bick- 
ford for the respondent ; De La Chapelle & Co. for the petitioner. 
[Reported by Diesy Corks-Preepy, Barrister-at-Law. ] 





After being held for several years in South London, the London | 


Sessions were on Tuesday opened at the old Sessions House on 
Clerkenwell-green, the building having been renovated and redecorated 
at a cost of eeveral thousands of pounds. Mr. Robert Wallace, K.C., 
the chairman, in his address to the grand jury, said that the Clerken- 
well Court-house had been for centuries identified with the administra- 
tion of justice in the county. He was sure that most of the jurymen 
had found it a more convenient place to get to than the one in which 
the Sessions had been held for the past few years. How long they 
would remain there he could not eay. He was convinced that in the 


interests of all concerned the Clerkenwell Court-house was the most | 


convenient spot that could be found for the Sessions. 


Appeal by a respondent-husband, from an | 


No relief was claimed by | 


Unnecessary expense would be saved if the matter was | 


& WEEKLY REPORTER. 
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Societies. 
The Law Society. 


The first term of the year will commence on Thursday next, the 
16th inst., on which and the following day the Principal will be in 
his room, from 10.30 to 1, and from 2.30 to 5 p.m., for the purpose of 


being consulted by students. 


| 
| 


Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of the above 

| association was held at the Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, London, 

on the 8th inst., Mr. Richard S. Taylor in the chair, the other directors 

present being Messrs. 8S. P. B. Bucknill, W. Cheesman (Hastings), 'T. 8. 

Curtis, Alfred Davenport, Walter Dowson, Thomas Dixon (Chelms 

ford), W. E. Gillett, Charles Goddard, J. F. M. Lawrence, C. G. May, 

| W. Melmoth Walters. A sum of £600 was distributed in grants of 

relief ; six new members were admitted, and other general business 
| transacted. 


Imprisonment for Debt. 


At the Birmingham County Court on the 3rd inst., says the 7'imes, 
his Honour Judge Amphlett, K.C., reviewed the work of last year. 

He said that the year 1912 had been a period of quite unusual pros- 
perity in the city, and this no doubt had considerable influence on 
the amount of business transacted in the Court, which wae the largest 
in all the County Court centres. The business last year had been 
by far the largest since his appointment five years ago. Dealing with 
the procedure in judgment summonses, his Honour said it was pitiable 
to be brought face to face with so much misery, anxiety, and trouble 
in the processes connected with which so many poor women were often 
called upon to play a prominent part owing to the absence of their 

| husbands. One had to steel one’s heart to this real horror, and look 
| forward to the time when some deliverance might perhaps be found 
| from having to tackle it. 

In 1907, 709 persons were sent to gaol for non-payment of debts, 
| and of that number one-seventh served their full time, the best proof, 
| as he thought, that a large number had. not the means to pay. This 
| was a figure calculated to startle anybody, and was in fact the worst 
| in the kingdom. During 1908 and 1909 he was able to reduce the figure 
| to 657. This was sufficient to satisfy him that the scale of means 
which regulated the commitment or otherwise of debtors required to 
| be remodelled. He accordingly drew up a fresh one, with the result 
| that in 1910 the figure fell from 657 to 393. In 1910 further changes 
| were brought about in the interests quite as much of creditors as of 
| debtors, with the result that the figures for 1911 were reduced to 136, 
| which constituted a record for Birmingham of a very gratifying kind, 
| so far as the diminution in the number of imprisoned debtors was 

concerned. 

During 1912 only 40 persons had found their way to prison, and 
most of them had been there for a short period. That result might, 
of course, be due in some measure to the prosperity which had pre- 
vailed in the city. It was not to be assumed from what he had said 
that he was in favour of the total abolition of imprisonment in these 


cases. 
‘ 








Legal News. 


Appointment. 


Dr. T. Cato Worsrotp, M.A., solicitor, member of the firm of 
| Wainwright & Co., of Staple-inn, Holborn, W.C., has been appointed 


a Commissioner of the High Court of Australia for Affidavits, &c. 


Changes in Partnerships, &c. 


Admission. 


Messrs. Woop & Sons, solicitors, of 16, Eastcheap, London, E.C., 

| have, as from Ist Jan., 1913, admitted into partnership Mr. Doveiass 

Matruews and Mr. Francis Epmunp Woops, who have acted as their 

managing clerks for very many years past. The style of the firm im 
the future will be Wood, Sons, Mathews & Woods. 


Dissolutions. 


| Epwarp Lowruer Baker, Francis Hermitace Day, Ropert ANTHONY 
| Annotp, and Bertram Torr, solicitors (Arnold, Baker, & Day), The 
| Precinct, Rochester. Dec. 31. In future the said Edward Lowther 
| Baker will carry on the business of a solicitor eeparately at The Pre- 
cinct, Rochester, aforesaid; and the said Francis Hermitage Day, 
Robert Anthony Arnold, and Bertram Tuff will carry on the business 
of solicitors as co-partners at The Precinct, Rochester, aforesaid, under 
| the style or firm of Arnold, Day, & Tuff. 


Davip Cocurane and Georce ArtHuR Peacock, solicitors (Cochrane 
Dee. 31. 


| & Peacock), Paradise-street, West Bromwich. 
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Francis CHARLES GREENFIELD, HuGH FRepERIC CRACKNALL, WALTER 
CHURCHER, and Epwarp Hay GReEeENFIELD, solicitors (Greenfield & 
Cracknall), 3, Lancaster-place, Strand, London. Dec. 31. The said 
Francis Charles Greenfield has retired from the firm, and the business 
will be continued by the said Hugh Frederic Cracknall, Walter 
Churcher, and Edward Hay Greenfield, under the same style or firm. 


Cuartes WuirsreaAD GRAHAM, JAMES Meap SUTHERLAND, THOMAS 
Lawrence Kesteven, and JAMES FREDERICK NATHANIEL LAWRENCE, 
solicitors (Lawrence, Graham, & Co.), 6, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn, 
London. Dec. 31. So far as regards the said James Mead Sutherland, 
who retires from the firm. 


Joun Raven Muscrave and Georce Locknart McKetvte, solicitors 
(Musgrave and McKelvie), 102, Scot: h-street, Whitehaven, in the 
County of Cumberland, and (Atkinson & Bennett) Union Hall, White- 
haven, Dec. 31. The said John Raven Musgrave having retired from 
practice on that day ; the said George Lockhart McKelvie will continue 
to carry on the said business, under the style or firm of Musgrave & 
McKelvie and Atkinson, Bennett, & McKelvie. 

Freperic CaTrLte and Franx Searsy, solicitors (Thurman & Co.), 
Ilkeston, Heanor, and Alfreton. Dec. 31 [Gazette, Jan. 3. 


Tuomas Bettrtncer HowartH and CuHartes Bowman WILSON, €olici- 
tors (Bellringer, Cunliffe, & Wilson), 24, North John-street, Liverpool. 
Dec. 31. The said James Bellringer Howarth retires from the firm; 
Charles Bowman Wilson will continue to practise in the name of the 
late firm. 


CuarLtes Epmunp TatHam and Tuomas Ceci Symes, solicitors (Lad 
bury, Tatham, & Symes), 1, Budge-row, Cannon-street, London. 
Dec. 31. 

Tuomas James Dyson and ArcuipaLp Henry Jounn FL ietcuer, colici 
tors (Laycock, Dyson, & Laycock), 2, Cloth Hall-street, Huddersfield. 
Dec. 31. The caid Thomas James Dyson will continue to carry on the 
business, 


Witt1am Sirverwoop Cope, James Gray, and Morrice ALFRED 
Epwarps, solicitors (Pemberton, Cope, Gray, & Co.), 5, New-court, 
Lincoln’s-inn, London. June 30. So far as regards the said Morrice 
Alfred Edwards. 

Witt1am Bayty Ransom Anp Epwarp Ransom, eolicitors (Ransom & 
Sons), Sudbury, in the county of Suffolk. Dec. 7 


ArtHuR WILLIAM Stanton, ArtHuR GLENTON Hupson, and Epwarp 
GawNe Roscog, solicitors (Stanton & Hudson), 108, Cannon-etreet, in 
the city of London. Dec. 31. So far as concerns the said Edward 
Gawne Roscoe, who retires from the said firm; the said Arthur William 
Stanton and Arthur Glenton Hudson will continue to carry on the said 
business in partnership, under the style or firm of Stanton & Hudeon. 


Perer Garton and Hersert VAuGHAN WHITEHEAD, solicitors (Vaughan 
Whitehead & Garton), 11p, Regent-street. Dec. 16. So far as concerns 
the said H. V. Whitehead, who retires from the said firm; the eaid 
Peter Garton will continue to carry on the said practice. 

WILLIAM SiLverwoop Core and James Gray, solicitors (Pemberton, 
Cope, Gray, & Co.), 5, New-court, Lincoln’s-inn, London. Dec. 31. 

[Gazette, Jan. 7. 


General. 


Tn the House of Commons, on the Ist inst., in reply to Mr. W. 'T. 
Wilson, Mr. Harcourt said: The Commonwealth of Australia and New- 
foundland have passed legislation adopting the Copyright Act. 


Sir Sydney Olivier, K.C.M.G., Governor of Jamaica, has been 
appointed to be Permanent Secretary of the Board of Agriculture and 
Fisheries. Sir Sydney Olivier, who succeeds Sir Thomas H. Elliott, 
Was appointed Governor of Jamaica and created a K.C.M.G. in 1907. 


Mr. Montagu Sharpe, addressing the grand jury at the Middlesex 
Sessions on the 3rd inst., said that during 1912 the Court dealt with 
522 prisoners. Of the persons convicted, 48 appealed to the Court of 
Criminal Appeal, but only three convictions were quashed and two 
sentences were reduced. 


_The January Sessions for the jurisdiction of the Central Criminal 
Court were opened by the Lord Mayor at the Sessions House, Old 
Bailey, on Tuesday. There is a heavy calendar, the number of persons 
for trial being 139. Among the offences alleged are 4 charges of 
murder, 3 of attempted murder, 1 of manslaughter, 1 of communicating 
official secrets to a foreign State, 1 of sacrilege, 1 of threatening to 
murder, 22 of conspiracy to defraud, 25 of larceny, etc., 12 of forgery, 
ete., 11 of housebreaking, 3 of bigamy, 2 of procuration, and 7 of mis. 
demeanour. : i 


A moot will be held in Gray’s Inn Hall on Monday evening next 
at 8.15, before Mr. Justice Swinfen Eady. The question to 3 dis- 
tussed will be :—In a limited company the articles provide that the 
preference shareholders shall have their capital repaid in priority to 
the ordinary shareholders, but the articles do not contain any ‘pro- 
vision dealing with the distribution of the surplus assets in a winding- 
2 after all the capital has been repaid. Are the preference share- 
olders entitled to participate in this surplus, or does the whole of it 

ng to the ordinary shareholders? 





EQUITY AND LAW 


LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 
18, ZINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, LONDON, 
ESTABLISHED 1844. 


DIRECTORS. 

Chairmgn—John Croft Deverell, Esq. Deputy-Chairman—Richard Stephens Taylor, Esa 
James Austen-Cartmeli, Esq. Archibald Herbert James, Esq. 
Alexander Dingwali Bateson, Esq., K.C. | The Rt. Hon, Lord Macnaghten, G.C.F 
C, E. Broughton, Esq. @.C.M.@. 

Edmund Church, Esq. William Maples, Esq. 
Edward Moberly, Esq 


Philip G. Collins, Esq. ' 

Robert William Dibdin, Esq. The Hon. Mr. Justice Phillimore. 
Sir Kenelm E. Digby, G.C.B., K.C. Charles K. Rivington, Esq. 
Charles Baker Dimond, Esq. Mark Lemon Romer, +» K.C. 
Sir Howaid W. Elphinstone, Bart. Toe Hon. Charles Russell, 
Richard L. Harrison, Esq. H. P. Bowling Trevanion, Esq. 
L. W. North Hickley, Esq. 


FUNDS EXCEED - - £4,870,000. 
All classes of Life Assurance Granted. Reversions ani Life Interests Purchased. 
Loans on Approved Securities entertained on Favourable Terms, 
W. P. PHELPS, Actuary and Secretary. 


W.C. 








The Royal Commission to inquire into the complaints of delay in the 
hearing of actions and appeals and Crown cases in the King’s Bench 
Division of the High Court of Justice was to meet at Winchester House, 
St. James’s, on Friday, at 4 o’clock. This, the first meeting, was to 
be private, and the Commissioners would consider whether their subse- 
quent sittings should be open to the Press. 

At Denbighshire Quarter Sessions last week, says the Times, at 
animated debate and contest took place on the appointment of chair- 
man in place of Sir Watkin Williams Wynn, who has resigned. ‘The 
Lord Lieutenant, Colonel Cornwallis West, proposed the election of 
the Deputy-Chairman, Mr. Jelf-Petit, which was seconded by Mr. Kyrke. 
Prominent Liberal magistrates, Mr, Watkin Lumley and Mr. Isgoed 
Jones, nominated his Honour Judge Moss. The voting was: Mr. Jelf- 
Petit, 37; Judge Moss, 24. Mr. Jelf-Petit was afterwards elected unani- 
mously. Both parties agreed as to the deputy-chairman, Mr, Row- 
lands Venables, of Oswestry, being elected unanimously. 

In consequence of the decision of the Corporation to close Bridewell 
Police Station the City Surveyor announces that the premises are to 
be let. According to an estimate recently made, says the Z’imes, the 
closing of Bridewell Station will effect a saving of over £4,200 a year, 
and it is rendered possible because the number of persons detained in 
custody in City stations has decreased in the last six years from 4,573 
to 2,595. The closing of the police station is the last of a long series 
of changes which have gradually dissociated that part of the City from 
direct connexion with the administration of the crimina] law. The 
Minories Police Station will also be closed for the reception of prisoners, 
but used for other police purposes. 

Replying in Parliamentary papers to Mr. Fred Hall, who asked 
what were the grounds for suppressing the names of those concerned 
in a recent prosecution under the White Slave Traffic Act, Mr. 
McKenna says :—‘‘ I have seen a newspaper report of a case recently 
heard at Lambeth Police Court and I have communicated with the 
magistrate who heard the case. I understand that the course referred 
to in the question was adopted at the request of the principal witness 
for the prosecution, who is the wife of the accused. A court will be 
justified in adopting such a course when satisfied that it will be in 
the interests of justice, and I have no authority to interfere with the 
Courts in the exercise of their discretion in the matter.” 

Compared with 1911, says the Z'imes of the 4th inst., in a review of 
the Estate Market in 1912, there was a net increase of £691,749 in 
the recorded transactions in real estate during the past year, the 
total amounting to £9,089,543, and being the largest since 1903, when 
it was £10,097,819. ‘The Scottish policy of declaring the reserve has 
grown in favour, “ upset prices” being quoted to a much larger extent 
than of old, and lately the proportion of sales “without reserve” 
has increased. The practice, at one time prevalent, of taking properties 
to the Mart “to test the market,” has almost, if not entirely, died out, 
and vendors nowadays do not need to do it, with the wider and compara- 
tively more economical means of doing so that is open to them through 
advertisements in the Press. 

At their quarterly meeting last week the Middlesex County Justices 
were asked to fix 50 per cent. of the maximum charges as the amount 
of compensation levy for 1913. The chairman stated that there were 
1,116 ‘“‘ full’ and ‘on beer ”’ licences in the county, which represented 
one licence for every 1,000 persons, as against one to 756 in 1905. The 
distribution of the licences in the division was very disproportionate. 
In Willesden there was one licence to every 2,000, in Highgate and 
Edmonton one to 1,650, and in Brentford one to every 800. In the past 
eight years the committee had paid in compensation £124,600. An 
amendment that the levy should be 75 per cent. of the maximum was 
defeated, and 50 per cent. was fixed. ° 

In the House of Commons, on the 2nd inst., Sir W. Byles asked the 
Home Secretary whether, seeing that the Home Office so frequently 
overrides the law by refusing to execute a capital sentence pronounced 
by the Courts, almost invariably so in the case of female criminals, he 
would see his way to extend a like clemency to all male offenders under 
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sentence of death who had not yet reached the age of manhood, nor 
assumed the duties and responsibilities of citizenship. Mr. McKenna.— 
The answer is in the negative. Neither I nor my predecessors 
have thought it desirable to lay down a hard-and-fast rule such as my 
hon. friend suggests. In the great bulk of the cases in which clemency 
has been extended to women the murder has been the murder of an 
infant child. 

In the House of Commons on Monday Mr. R. Harcourt asked the 
Prime Minister whether he would give facilities for a discussion with 
a view to remedying the inconvenience caused by blocking motions.— 
Mr. Asquith : The whole matter of blocking motions was considered 
and reported on by a Committee, of which I was chairman, in 1907, 
The resolution come to by the Committee was as follows :—In deter- 
mining whether a discussion is out of order on the ground of anticipa- 
tion, regard should be had by Mr. Speaker to the probability of the 
matter anticipated being brought before the House within a reasonable 
time. In February, 1908, Sir H. Campbell-Bannerman proposed that 
a Standing Order to that effect should be adopted, and I etated on 
his behalf that we could not pursue the matter except by substantial 
general agreement I will endeavour to give facilities some time this 
Session for a discussion of the rule against anticipation. If I find 
the proposals which were made as a result of the Select Committee are 
now likely to satisfy the condition of commanding the general assent 
of the House and to be proceeded with in a reasonable time, I shall 
be happy to put them down again. 

Writing to the 7'imes of the 8th inst., Mr. P. W. Millard, editor of 

The Tithe Rent-charge Table,’ says :—‘‘ Persons concerned in the 
collection or payment of tithe rent-charge will be interested to know 
that, calculated in accordance with the septennial average corn prices 
for 1906-12, which are published by the Board of Agriculture and 
Fisheries in this evening's London Gazette, the amount payable for 
1913 in respect of each £100 of tithe rent-charge will be £74 14s. 93d. 
This value is £2 Os. 7jd. more than that for last year, and is the 
highest recorded for any year since 1893. It is now 77 years 
since statutory provision Was made for the commutation of the 
tithes of England and Wales into tithe rent-charge, varying in 
value trom year to year according to the average prices of 
corn for the seven years ended the next preceding Christmas. 
In 31 out of the 47 years from 1837 to 1883 inclusive the value of tithe 
rent-charge exceeded the nominal value of the rent-charge, but in 
every year since 1883 the value has been below par. The average 
worth of each £100 of tithe rent-charge for the period of 1837-83 was 
£103 2s. 53d., as compared with only £74 14s. 6d. for the 30 years 
1884-1913, the corresponding average for the whole period of 77 years 
being £92 Is. 24d. 

A settlement, says the Z'imes, between the parties, Messrs, John 
Aird and Co., Mr Malcolm Rucker Aird, and the Tanjong Pagar Dock 
toard in the recent litigation has been arrived at. The litigation arose 
out of a contract made in February, 1908, for the construction by 
Messrs. Aird for the Dock Board of a wet dock and other works at 
the amount involved being nearly a million sterling. There 
were three main issues in the case :—(1) That the contract was induced 
by misrepresentations of the defendant board or its agent alleged to 
have been made under such circumstances that the board or its agent 
were responsible as for fraud; (2) that, if (1) could not be established 
by the plaintifis, the contract works were physically impossible of 
performance; and (3) that by its conduct on at least two occasions the 
defendant board had repudiated the contract and given the contractors 
an opportunity of determining it, of which they had availed themselves. 
The trial of the actions lasted several weeks in the Chancery Division 
hefore Mr. Justice Parker, there having been one or two intervals of 
adjournment with a view to the parties coming to an arrangement. 
No such arrangement having been made, Mr. Justice Parker stated 
the findings of fact at which he had arrived with regard to the charges 
of fraud, and reserved his judgment as to the other facts and to the 
law applicable to those facts. His Lordship, in an exhaustive state- 
ment, which was fully reported in the 7'imes of the 21st of December, 
expressed himself as being satisfied of the absence of dishonest con- 
cealment or suppression of materia] facts, and of the entire failure of 
the statement of claim which was based on any such concealment or 


Singapore 


suppl ession. 





The directors of the London County and Westminster Bank (Limited) | Saturday 


have declared a dividend of 10§ per cent. (less income tax) for the | 


half-year ended 3lst December last (making a total distribution for 
the year of 214 per cent.), leaving a balance of about £155,000 to be 
carried forward. 


Royat Navy.—Parente thinking of the Royal Navy as a profession 
for their sons can obtain (without charge) full particulars of the regula- 
tions for entry to the Royal Naval College, Osborne, the Paymaster 
and Medical Branches, on application. Publication Department, Gieve, 
Matthews, & Seagrove, Ltd., 65, South Molton street, London, W.— 


[Advt.} 





Way PayRent! Take an Immediate Mortgage free in event of death 
from the Scorrisn Temperance Lire Assunance Co. (Limrrep). Repay- 
ments usually less than rent. Mortgage expenses paid by the Company. 
Prospectus from 3, Cheapside, E.C. ‘Phone 6002 Bank.—Advt. 
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Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 
HILARY SITTINGS, 1913. 


COURT OF APPEAL. 
Apreat Covrrt I. 


Saturday, 11th January—Ex parte Appli- 
cvtions, Original Motions, and Inter- 
logutory Appeals, 

Monday, 13th January — Workmen’s 
Compensation Appeals, 


Appeat Court I. 


Saturday, llth January—Ex parte Appli- 
cations and Original Motions feom the 
Kiog’s Bench Division. 

Monday, 13th January—Appeals from the 
King’s Bench Division (Interlocutory 


List) and possibly some King’s Bench | 


Final and New Trial Appeals. 


Kicg’s Bench Final and New Trial 
Appeals wi.] be continued until further 
notice. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION, 
Cuancery Covert III. 

Mr. Justice JOYCE. 


Sat., Jan. 11...Motions 
Monday .,,.13...8ittiog in chambers 

Sl fSht caus, pets, fur con 
Tuesiay ...14 Land non-wit list ; 
Wednesday 154. 2, 
Thursday ...16 | No2-wit list 
Friday ..,...17...Mots and non-wit list 
Setenies 20 — hester and Liverpool 
= ~~ business 
Monday ...20...8itting in chambers 
}Sht caus, pets, fur con, 


(and non-wit list 

Weds grday #8} ont lit 
Fiiday ...24.,.Mote and non-wit list 
Satorday ...25...Non-wit list 
Monday 27,..Sitting in chambers 

leds §Sht cais, pets, fur con, 
eran 26) and non-wit list 
Wednoeday 29 } it Vi 
Thursday .. 30 § Non-wit list 
Friday ....31...Mots and non-wit list 
Sat.. Feb. 1! Liverpool and Manchester 


( business 
Monday 3...8itting in chambers 
Tuecday ... 4 


+ Sht caas, peta, far con, 
' ; (and non-wit list 

Wednesday Sty $6 lie 

Thursday ooo GF Non-wit list 


” 


Friday 7...Mots and non-wit list 
Saturday ... 8 ..Non-wit lis: 
Monday.....10...8itting in chambers 

. jSht caus, pets, fur con 
Tuesday ...11 t and non-wit list ‘ 
Wednesdayl2 | . +4 150, 

Thursday ...13§ Non-wit list 

Friday ......14 . Mots and non-wit list 

. ; | Manchester and Liverpool 
Saturday ...15 } business 
Monday......}7...Sitting in chambers 

jg { Sht caus, pets, fur con, 
“" (and non-wis list 
Wednesda 


y 19% 
Thursday ...2u § Non-wit list 


Friday ..... 21...Mots and non-wit list 
Satarday .. 22...Non-wit list 
Monday ......24...8itting in chambers 


Tuesday .. 21 


Tuesday 


a ww and non-wit lict 
ednesday 16/4 » — 

Thursday .. 27 § Noa-wit list 

Friday ...,..23. ee and non-wit list 

. { Liverpool and Manchester 
Sat., Mar. 1 \ business 

Monday ... 3...8itting in chambers 


tand non-wis lst 
Wednesday 5). ~~ 
Thursday ... 65 Non-wit list 
Friday ...... 7...Mote and non-wit list 
8...Non-wit list 
Monday .,, 10.. Sitting in chambers 


Tuesday ..11) Sht caus, pets, fur con, | 


wee , (and non-wit list 
Vednesday 124, 26 t8 

Thursday ...13 | Nom-wit list 

Friday ......14..Mots and non-wit lis$ 
Saturday .. 


Monday 


| businees 
..17...8itting in chambers 


{and Lon -wit 1 st 
Wednesday 19... Non-wit list 


Any cause intended to be heard as « short 
cause must be so marked in the cause 
book at least one clear day before the 
same can be put in the paper to be so 
heard, Two copies of minutes of the - 

d judgment or order must be left 
in court with the judge’s clerk one clear 
day before the cause is to be put in the 
paper. In defauls the cause will not ve 
put in the paper, 


| Monday ...... 1 


: 26 { ont caus, pets, fur con, | 


15 | Manchester and Liverpool 


{ Sht caus, pets, fur con, 





| N.B.—The following papers on farther con. 


sideration are required for the use ot the 
Judge, viz. :—Two copies of minutes of 
the proposed order, 1 copy pleadings, 1 
copy judgment, and 1 copy master’s verti. 
ticate, which must be left in court with 
the judge’s clerk one clear day before 
the farther consideration is ready to 
come into the paper. 


Cuancrery Court I. 
Mra. Justice SWINFEN EADY. 

Sat., Jan. 11 Mot ons 

Sitting in chambers 
+134 Io Court—at 2.30— 

— cals ys pes 

mpanies Acts and non- 

Tuesday ...14 { wit list 
Wednesday 15 al Se 
Thareday. 165 Non-wit list 
Friday 17...Mots and non-wit list 


Monday 


Sht cau3 and p2ts 
Tuesday .. 21 } 5 +e Acts and non: 
Wednesday 22) — 
Thursday ...23 5 Non-wit list 
24...Mots and non-wit list 
Sitting in chambers 
Monday......27;, In Court—at 2,3¢— 
\ Sht caus and pets 
Tuesday ., 28 ee Acts ani non- 
Wednesday 29) — 
Thursday ...30 § Non-wit list 
Friday ...... 31...Mots and non-wit list 
{ Sitting in chambers 
Mon,, Feb. 3+ In Couri—at 2,30— 
\ Sht caus and ro 
Tuesd } Companies Acts and non- 
ne “a =<" *t wit list 
nesday , nites 
Tharsdsy 6 { Non-wit list 
Friday ...... 7...Mote and non wit list 
{ Sitting in chambers 
In Court-at 2.30— 
\ 2 Sht caus and pets 
" } Companies Ac.s and non- 
mete a i wit dist 
ednesday 12 2 wy 
Thursday vist Non-wit list 
Friday ,,,...14 . Mots and non-wit list 
j Sitting in chambers 
Monday......17, [a Court—at 2.30 
\ Sht caus and pets 


Tuesday +18} ae Aci and non- 


tenn meng | Non-wit list 
nursday...z 
Friday 21...Mots and non-wit list 
f Sitting in chambers 
244 In Court—at 2 30— 

Sht caus and p-ts 
Tuesday .. 25 } Companies Acts and non- 


wit list 
Wednesday 261. +e 
Thursday ...27 § Non-wit list 
Friday 23. Mots and non-wit list 
{ Sitting in chambers 
Mon., Mar, 34 In Court-at 2.30— 
\ Sht caus and pets 
Tuesday ... 4} yy Acts and non- 
Wedne .day 5/ var 
Thursday ... 6 Non-wit list 
Friday 7 . Mots and non-wit liat 
Sitting in chambers 
Monday...,,.10- In Court—at 2.30 - 
\ Sht caus and p:ts 
1 Companies Acts and non- 
Tueeday ...11 i wit list 
Wednesday 12 .. Non-wit list 


Monday 10 


| Fo -.13...Mots and non-wit list 
Tuesday . ,/Sht caus, pets, far con, | ow 


14...Non-wit list 
Sitting in chambers 
17¢ In Court—at 2.30— 
Sht caus and pets 
: } Companies Acts and non- 
Tuesday ...18 ) wit list 


| Wednesday 19...Non-wit list 


N.B.—There will be no Saturday Sittings, 
but the coart wili sit till 4,30 on other 
days. 


| Any cause intended to be heard as a short 


cause must be so marked in the cause 
book at least one clear day before the 
same can be put in the paper to be 
so heard, and the necoseary papers, in- 
cluding two copies of minutes of the 
proposed judgment or order, must be left 
im court with the judge’s clerk not less 
than one clear day before the cause is to 
be put in the paper. 

N.B.—The following papers on further con- 
sideration are required for the use of the 
Judge, viz. ee copies of minutes of 
the proposed judgment or order, 1 copy 
dendionn, and 1 copy master’s certificate. 

hese must be left in court with the 
judge’s clerk not 12es than one clear day 
before the further consideration is ready 
to come into the paper. 
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Cuanczry Covrr II. 
Ma. Justicr| WARRINGTON. 

Except when otber Business is advertised 
in the Daily Cause List Mr. Justice 

i nm will take Actions with Wit- 
pestes throughout the Sittings. 

The Court will sit at 10.15 and rise at 4,15 
each day except Saturday, when there 
will be no sitting, 

Cuancery Court IV. 
Ma. Justice NEVILLE. 

Except when other Business is advertised 
m the Daily Cause List Mr. Justies 
Neville will take Actions with Witnesses 
throughoat the Sittings. 

The Court will sit at 10.15 and rise at 
4.15 each day except Saturday, when 
there will be no sitting. 

Cuancery Court V. 
Mr. Justice PARKER. 
In this Court the work will be taken as 
follows :— 





Mondays, 10.30a.m.— Chamber Sum 
monses. 
3.0 p.m. — Short Causes. 
Tuesdays. — Farther considerations, 
petitions, and non-witness list. 

Wednesdays. — Non-witness list. 
Thursdays.—Non-witness list. 
Friaays.—Motions and non-witness list. 


N.B.—There will be no Saturday Sittings, 
but the Court will sit till 4,30 om other 
days. 


Lorp Caancetior’s Court, 
Mr. Justice EVE. 

Except when other Business is advertised 
in the Daily Cause List Actions with 
Witnesses will be taken throughout the 
Sittungs. 7 

Doring these Sittings the Court will sit 


each day until 430 p.m., except on 
Saturdays when there will be no sitting. 


COURT OF APPEAL. 
HILARY SITTINGS, 1913. 


The Appeals or other Business proposed to be taken will, from time 
to time, be announced in the Daily Cause List. 
FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION, THE PROBATE, DIVORCE 


AND ADMIRALTY 


DIVISION 


(PROBATE AND DIVORCE), 


AND THE COUNTY PALATINE AND STANNARIES COURTS. 
(General List.) 
1911. 


F M Bilton (Spinster) v Geo Stanfield 


appl of deft from order of Mr 


Justice Joyce, dated July 31, 1911, and cross-notice by pltff, dated 


Jan 4, 1912 (s o liberty to apply) 


Nov 10 


1912, 
Attorney-Gen at relation of Albert Davidson and Albert Davidson v 


Sheffield Corpn 
Feb 23,1912 April 13 


appl of defts from order of Mr Justice Eve, dated 


In the Matter of the Trade Marks Acts, 1905 and In the Matter of 


an Application, No 335,813, by Benz et Cie, & Trade Mark 
‘applicants from order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated 


May 21 (s o generally) 
In re Ann Maria Smith, dec 


Trevor v Goodhall 


appl of 


Jan 15, 1912 


appl of pltffs from 


order of Mr Justice Neville, dated Feb 23, 1912 July 10 


Knight & Kilbourne v 


Argylls Id 


appl of pltffs from order of Mr 


Justice Neville, dated July 25, 1912 July 31 


The Attorney-Gen v Horne: 


The Attorney-Gen v Horner 


of Mr Justice Warrington, dated July 23, 1912 
In re Ind, Coope & Co, ld Fisher v The Company 
appl of defts Mashiter & Stone from order of Mt 


Arnold v Same 


Justice Parker, dated July 9, 1912 (s o) 
Kemp and anr v Kemp and ors app! of defts 


In re William Kemp, dec 


from order of Mr Justice Parker, dated July 3, 1912 
Steward v Steward appl of deft from order of 


In re Sharp, dec 


. Ati appl of defts from order of Mr Justice 
Warrington, dated July 23,-1912 
cross-notice of appl by pltff from order 


Aug 2 


Aug 2 
Knox v Same 


Aug 20 


Oct 3 


Mr Justice Joyce, dated May 14, 1912 Oct 4 


In re Isabella Seymour, dec 


Fielding v Seymour 


appl of deft from 


order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated July 23, 1912 Oct 14 


In re Watkins, dec 


Maybery v Lightfoot & ors 


appl of defts from 


order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated July 31, 1912 Oct 31 


In re J W Fane, dec 


Fane v Fane and ors 


appl of defts from order of 


Mr Justice Eve, dated Oct 16, 1912 Nov 5 
West v Storey appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Warrington, 


dated July 24, 1912 Nov 14 


The Mercedes Daimler Motor Co ld v FIAT Motor Cab Co ld 


appl 


of defts from order of Mr. Justice Joyce, dated Nov 12, 1912 (pro- 


Nov 18 


duce orde1 ) 


The Marine Torch Co v Holmes Marine Life Protection Assoc appl 
of defts from order of Mr Justice Swinfen Eady, dated Nov 1, 1912 


Nov 19 


Gee and ors v Liddell and ors 


Warrington, dated Nov 4, 1912 (produce order) 


appl of defts from order of Mr Justice 


Nov 30 


Pugh v The Riley Cycle Co and ors appl of defts from order of Mr 


Justice Warrington, dated Nov 28, 1912 (produce order) 


Dec 4 


Le Champion v McLean appl of deft from order of Mr Justice War- 
rington, dated Nov 20, 1912 Dec 6 


Stickney v Keeble 
Dec 2, 1912 Dec 18 


appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated 


In the Matter of the Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908 and In the 
Matter of the Vic Mills Co ld In re Arundel & Co (Manchester 


District Registry) 
Neville, dated Dec 3, 1912 


appl of Liquidator from order of Mr Justice 
Dec 19 


In the Matter of the Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908 and In the 
Matter of the Law Car & General Insce Corpn ld appl of the liqui- 
dator from order of Mr Justice Neville, dated Dec 10, 1912 (produce 


Dec 23 


order) 


Bowden Wire ld v The Bowden Brake Co ld 


appl of defts from order 


of Mr Justice Swinfen Eady, dated Nov 29, 1912 Dec 23 





In the Matter of the Trade Marks, Nos 257,412 and 260.476 in the name 
of Bowden Wire ld, and In the Matter of the Trade Marks Act, 1905 
appl of applicants from order of Mr Justice Swinfen Eady, dated 
Nov 29, 1912 Dec 23 

Skelsey v Brearley and ors 
Warrington, dated Dec 17, 1912 (produce order) 


appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice 
Dec 23 


FROM THE CHANCERY AND PROBATE AND DIVORCE 
DIVISIONS. 
ee (Interlocutory List.) 
1912. 
Day v Day appl of deft, S H Day, from order of Mr Justice Eve, 
dated Dec 3, 1912 (produce order) Dec 13 
Nicholson v Freeland and anr appl of deft, Freeland, from order of 
Mr Justice Eve, dated Dec 4, 1912 Dec 20 
Divorce Youngs, W v Youngs, A A appl of respt from order of 
Mr Justice Bargrave Deane, dated Dec 16, 1912 Dec 20 


FROM THE COUNTY PALATINE COURT OF LANCASTER. 
(Interlocutory List.) 
1912. 
Hall v the Lord Mayor, &c of, the City of Manchester appl of pltft 
from order of the Vice-Chancellor of the County Palatine of Lan- 
caster, dated Dec 9, 1912 Dec 17 


KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 

(In Bankruptcy.) 

In re A Debtor (expte The Debtor), No 1,468 of 1912 appl from a 
Receiving Order made herein on the 19th day of Dec, 1042, by Mr 
Registrar Hope 

In re Arthur Williams & Co (expte the Official Receiver), No 706 of 
1912 appl from the order of Mr Registrar Linklater, dated 22nd Nov, 
1912, dismissing an appln by the Official Receiver for an Order of 
Adjudication 

In re Same (expte the Official Receiver), No 706 of 1912 appl from 
the Order of Mr Registrar Linklater (by special leave of the Court 
of Appeal, granted 13th Dec, 1912), ordering the Official Receiver 
personally to pay the costs in the first instance of an appln by the 
Official Receiver for an Order of Adjudication 

In re Ernest Gerard (expte the Debtor), No 660 of 1911 appl from the 
Order of Mr Registrar Hope, dated the 10th Dec, 1912, adjudging 
the Debtor bankrupt 

In re J F P Yeatman (expte the Bankrupt v George Gradon, the 
Trustee, G W Grice-Hutchinson and A J Hughes), No 863 of 1910 
appl from the Order of the Hon Mr Justice Phillimore, dated Nov 
18, 1912, dismissing a motion by the Bankrupt with costs to the 
Trustee out of the estate 

FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(Final and. New Trial List.) 
Judgment Reserved. 

Baynes v Vyner appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated March 20, 1912, at trial before Mr Justice 
Ridley and a special jury, Leeds (c a v Oct 17) March 27 


FROM THE 


FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(Final and New Trial List.) 
1911. 

McRae v Penman (Gee & Sheen 3rd parties) appl of Gee from judgt 
of Mr Justice Lawrance, without a jury, Middlesex, dated April 6, 
1911 (s o generally Nov 8) June 2 

1912. x 

Attorney-Gen v Sir Wilfred Peek, Bart and ors (Revenue Side) app! 
of Commissioners of Inland Revenue from judgt of Mr Justice Hamil 
ton, dated Feb 22, 1912 (s 0) March 25 

The Carlisle & Silloth Golf Club v G T Smith (Surveyor of Taxes) 
appl of appellants from judgt of Mr Justice Hamilton (Revenue Side), 
dated Feb 20, 1912 (s 0) March 28 

Gould v Curtis (Surveyor of Taxes) appl of respt from judgt of M: 
Justice Hamilton (Revenue Side), dated Feb 23, 1912 (s 0) April 3 

Duke of Beaufort v Commissioners of Inland Revenue appl of respts 
from judgt of Mr Justice Hamilton (Revenue Side), dated March 6, 
1912 and cross-notice by applt, dated April 12, 1912 (s 0) April 3 

Duke of Beaufort v Commrs for Inland Revenue (Revenue Side) app! 
of applts from judgt of Mr Justice Hamilton, dated March 6, 1912 
and cross-notice, dated April 4, 1912 (s 0) April 13 

The King v Easton (expte Oulton) appl of Oulton from judgt of 
Justices Darling, Pickford and Bankes, dated March 19, 1912 April 25 

Lancashire & Yorkshire Ry Co v Mayor, &c of Liverpool appl oi 
applts from judgt of the Lord Chief Justice and Justices Pickford 
and Avory, dated May 9, 1912 May 24 

Scrutton ld Lewis appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Coleridge 
without a jury, Middlesex, dated May 3, 1912 May 3 

Shorthorn Dairies ld v Manley appln of pltffs for judgt or new tria! 
on appl from verdict and judgt, dated May 21, 1912, at trial befor: 
Mr Justice A T Lawrence and a special jury, Middlesex (s o till 
further order) June 5 
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Johneon v Refuge Asece Co ld appl of defte from judgt of Justices 
Phillimore and Bray, dated June 11, 1912 June 17 ; 

Belson v Devenport, Vernar & Co ld appln of defts for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated May 30, 1912, at trial 
before Mr. Justice Coleridge and a common jury, Bucks June 20 

Gooda and anr v Drake and anr appln of deft W H Drake for judgt 
or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated May 22, 1912, at 
trial before Mr Justice Bankes and a common jury, Middlesex 
fsecurity ordered) June 24 = 

In re The Companies Consolidation Act, 1908, and In re The Pansy 
Spinning Cold appl of A H Stott from order of Justices Ridley and 
ray, dated June 20, 1912 July 3 : 

In re Same and Same appl of Stott & Sons from order of Justices 
Ridley and Bray, dated June 20, 1912 July 3 a 
Llovd’s Bank ld vy Swies Bankverein appl ot pltfis from judgt of Mr 
Justice Hamilton, without a jury, Middlesex, dated June 27, 1912 
July 9 P 
The Union of London and Smith’s Bank ld v The Swiss Bankverein 
appl of pltffis from judgt of Mr Justice Hamilton, without a jury, 

Middlesex, dated June 27, 1912 July 9 

Harger v Universal Stock Exchange ld appln of defte for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated July 3, 1912, at trial 
before Mr Justice Avory and a common jury, Middlesex, and croes- 
notice by pltff, dated De« 3, 1912 July 12 

Brown v Blake appl of deft from judgt of Justices Ridley and Lueh, 
dated July 4, 1912 July 12 

Davys v Buswell appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated July 3, 1912, at trial before Mr Justice 
Coleridge and a epecial jury, Derby July 12 

The Mavor. &c, of the Borough of Colchester v Gepp (King, 3rd party) 
appl of Third Party from judgt of Mr Justice Channell, without a 
jury, Middlesex ,dated April 25, 1912 July 15 

Dowding v Morris appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated June 27, 1912, at trial before Mr Justice 
Phillimore and a common jury, Hereford July 15 

Sauten v Busnach and anr app! of defts from judgt of Justices Ridley 
and Lush, dated July 3, 1912 July 17 

The Harrowing Steam Ship Co ld v William Thomas & Sons appl of 
defts from judgt of Mr Justice Pickford, without a jury, dateu July 
19, 1912 July 25 

Dobson v Cotton and ors appln of defts Cotton, Millward & Greig for 
judgt or new trial on appl from_verdict and judgt, dated July 19, 
1912. at trial before Mr Justice Darling and a special jury, Middle 
sex July 26 Same v Same appln of deft Brimacombe for judgt or 
new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated July 19, 1912, at 
trial before Mr Justice Darling and a special jury, Middlesex July 
26 Same v Same appln of deft Wells for judgt or new 

The Woodfield Steamship Co ld v The Rio de Janeiro Lighterage Cold 
appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Hamilton, without a jury, 
Middlesex, dated July 19, 1912 July 27 

Patey v Hincks and anr appln of plitff for judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, dated July 20, 1912, at trial before Mr Jus- 
tice Coleridge and a common jury, Leicester (security ordered) 
July 29 

Wilkinson v Partridge appln of pltff from judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, dated July 18, 1912, at trial before Mr Jus- 
tice Avory and a common jury, Middlesex July 0 

The Mayor, &c, of the County Borough of Bolton v Scott appl of 
pitfis from judgt of J Roekill, Eeq, K.C., Judge of the Salford 
Hundred Court of Record, without a jury, Salford, dated July 24, 
1912 Aug 2 

Cristol v Powell appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Coleridge, 
without a jury, dated July 26, 1912 Aug 2 

Shankland & Co ld and ors v The Cairn Line of Steamships ld appl of 
pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice Pickford, without a jury, Middlesex, 
dated July 24, 1912 (security ordered) Aug 2 

Goodwin v Damper appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated July 23, 1912, at trial before the Lord Chief 
Justice and a special jury, Middlesex Aug 6 

Royal London Mutual Insce Soc v Kingsland appl of deft in person 
from judgt of Mr Justice Darling and a epecial jury, Middlesex, 
dated July 20, 1912 (security ordered) Aug 8 

Geary v Marston appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated June 13, 1912, at trial before Mr Justice 
Coleridge and a common jury, Middlesex Aug 8 

Legg v Welsford appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Hamilton, 
without a jury, Middlesex, dated July 29,1912 Aug 8 

Jureidini and anr v The National British and Irish Millers’ Insce Cold 
appln of deft for judgt or new trial on app! from verdict and judgt. 
dated July 24, 1912, at trial before Mr Justice Darling and a special 
jury, Middleeex Aug 9 

Browne v Barber appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Channell, 
pte a jury, Middlesex, dated July 10, 1912 (security ordered) 
Aug 

In re an Issue between The West Yorkshire Bank ld v Isherwood Bros 
d appl of pltff in iesue from judgt of Mr Justice Bankes, without a 
jury, Middlesex, dated July 31, 1912 Aug 13 

oT listrom & Co v Alfred Lotinga ld appl of defts from judgt of Mr 
r o~_ Hamilton, without a jury, Middleeex, dated July 10. 1912 

ug . 





Hickman and ors v Burton appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice 
Coleridge, without a jury, Middlesex, dated July 27,1912 Aug 13 
Heler, Hirsx h & Co v Gros hke ay n} otf deft from judgt of Mi Jus- 
tice Hamilton, without a jury, Middlesex, dated July 31, 1912 

Aug 14 ; . 

In re Agricultural Holdings Act, 1908 Bonnett, Applicant (Tenant) v 
Fowler and ors, respts (Landlords) appl of Tenant from judyt of 
Judge Tindal Atkinson, Essex County Court, Romford, dated July 30, 
1912 Aug 17 ‘ 

Simpson v Beldon appl of deft from judgt of Mr Juetice Bankes, with 
out a jury, Leeds, dated July 27, 1912 Aug 21 

Roberteon v London City and Midland Bank ld appl of pitff in person 
from judgt of Mr Justice Phillimore, without a jury, Middlesex, 
dated May 22, 1912 Aug 21 

Simpson v Simpson appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Phillimore, 
without a jury, Middlesex, dated July 19, 1912 Sept 2 

Simpson v Simpson and anr pl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice 
Phillimore, dated July 19, 1912, without a jury, Middlesex (advanced 
by order) Oct 9 

Pessers. Moody & Co ld v Catt appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice 
Scrutton, without a jury, Middleeex, dated June 5, 1912 Sept 3 

Union of London and Smith’s Bank v Scharrer appl of pltff from 
judgt of Mr Justice Hamilton, without a jury, Middlesex, dated July 
16, 1912 Oct 4 

Lang v Société Coloniale Anversoise appl of pltff from judgt of Jus 
tices Channel! and Phillimore, dated July 24, 1912 Oct 7 

The Consolidated London Properties ld v The Assesement Committee 
of the Metropolitan Borough of St Marylebone appl of respte from 
judgt of the Lord Chief Justice and Justices Channell and Avory, 
dated Oct 15, 1912 Oct 28 

The Edinburgh Exploration Syndicate ld v Braddon appln of pltffs fo 
judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgment. dated Oct 21, 
1912, at trial before Mr Justice Pickford and a special jury, Middle 
sex. Nov 1 

Maskall v Seeley and anr appln of defts for judgt or new trial on 
appl from verdict and judgt, dated Oct 25, 1912, at trial before Mr 
Justice Horridge and a common jury, Middlesex Nov 4 

Temple v Donaldeon appin of deft for judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, dated Nov 6, 1912, at trial before the Lord 
Chief Justice and a special jury, Middleeex Nov 8 

The King v Manchester City Council appl of W D Batty from judat of 
the Lord Chief Justice and Justices Channell and Avory, dated Oct 
29, 1912 Nov 10 

Johnson, Riddle & Co ld v Cowen appl of deft from judgt of Mr Jus 
tice Horridge, without a jury. Middlesex. dated Oct 19, 1912 Nov 1? 

The King v Byles and ors (expte Hollidge) appl of W Hollidge from 
judgt of the Lord Chief Justice and Justices Channel! and Avory. 
dated Oct 21, 1912 Nov 13 , 

Asiatic Petroleum Co ld v_Lennard’s Carrying Co ld appl of defts 
from judgt of Mr Justice Bray, Middlesex, dated Nov 1, 1912 Nov 14 

Blackford v the Great Western Ry Co appln of defts for judgt or 
new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Nov 12, 1912. at 
trial before Mr Commissioner English Harrison, KC and a special 
jury, Swansea Nov 18 

Davenport v Faraday appln of Deft for judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, dated Nov 14, 1912, at trial before Mr Justice 
Bankes and a common jury, Middlesex Nov 20 

Wallrock v Hoffman appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, dated Nov 14, 1912, at trial before the Lord 
Chief Justice and a special jury, Middlesex Nov 21 

Richard v Richard appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Bankes, 
without a jury, Middlesex, dated Nov 20, 1912 Nov 22 

Greenlands ld v Wilmshurst and ors appln of defts, the London Asso: 
for the Protection of Trade and ors, for judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, dated Nov 13, 1912, at trial before the Lord 
Chief Justice and a special jury, Middlesex Nov 22 

Aston v Kelsey appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Bailhache, 
without a jury, Middlesex, dated Nov 18, 1912 Novy 23 

Mackintosh and anr v Stiven appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice 
Bailhache, without a jury, Middlesex, dated Nov & 1912 Nov 25 

Robinson v Crighton and anr appln of pitff for judgt or new trial on 
appl from verdict and judgt, dated Nov 15, 1912, at trial before 
Mr Justice Horridge and a common jury, Middlesex Nov 25 

Higgs v Lamplough appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Nov 15, 1912, at trial before Mr Justice 
Coleridge and a common jury, Middlesex Nov 25 

Swan v Martin appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Nov 18, 1912, at trial before Mr Justice 
Scrutton and a common jury, Middlesex Nov 26 

Morison v Kemp appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Darling, with 
out a jury, Middlesex, dated Nov 16, 1912 Nov 26 

Kregar v Hollins appln of deft for judgt or new trial on app] from 
verdict and judgt, dated Nov 24, 1912, at trial before Mr Justice 
Avory and a common jury, Middlesex Nov 29 

Nettleingham & Co ld v Powell & Co appl of defts from judgt of Mr 
Justice Phillimore, without a jury, Middlesex, dated Nov 20, 1912 
Dec 3 

In re an Arbitration between Stanley Bros ld and the Mayor, &c of 
Nuneaton appl of the Nuneaton Corpn from judgt of Mr Justice 
Bailhache on a special case, dated Nov 21 1912 Dec 4 
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In re an Aibitration between Williams Bros and Ed T Agius ld appl 


of Ed T Agius ld from judgt of Mr Justice Bailhache, dated Nov 20, 


1912 Dec 5 


Sutton, Carden & Co Id v Pullen and anr appln of deft Gardner for 


judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Nov 26, | 


1912, at trial before the Lord Chief Justice and a special jury, 
Middlesex Dec 5 


Bentham v Stothard appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 


verdict and judgt, dated Nov 6, 1912, at trial before Mr Justice 
Pickford and a special jury, Newcastle-on-Tyne Dec 6 
Nixon v Pearl Life Assce Co ld appl of plitff from judgt of Justices 
Channell and Avory, dated Nov 13, 1912 (security ordered) Dec 9 
Petoong Java Rubber Estates ld v Montrose Matabele Co ld and ors 


| The Charito—1912—Folio 51 


appln of deft Marson for judgt or new trial on appln from verdict | 
and judgt, dated Nov 29, 1912, at trial before Mr Justice Darling | 


and a special jury, Middlesex Dee 9 
Same v Same appln of deft, W H Peach, for judgt or new trial 


on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Nov 29, 1912, at trial before | 


Mr Justice Darling and a especial jury, Middlesex Dec 9 

London & Manchester Plate Glass Co ld v Heath appln of pltffs 
from judgt of Mr Justice Bucknill, without a jury, Middlesex, dated 
Nov 28, 1912 Dec 9 

Morgan v Ingram, Perkins & Co appln of pltff for judgt or new trial 
on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Nov 22, 1912, at trial before 
Mr Justice Horridge and a common jury, Middlesex Dec 10 

Petoong Java Rubber Estates ld v Montrose Matabele Co ld appln 


| Clark v Forster Same v Same Forster 


Steamship Olympic (damage) appl of defts from judgt of the Presi- 
dent, dated Dec 19, 1911 (fixed for Jan 21) Jan 10 
The Hawke—1911—Folio 400 The Oceanic Steam Navigation Co ld, 
Owners of Steamship Olympic v Commander William F Blunt of 
H.M. Cruiser Hawke (damage) appl of pltffs from judgt of the 
President, dated Dec 19, 1911 (fixed for Jan 21 Jan 10 
The Olympic—1911—Folio 382 The Commissioners for executing the 
Office of Lord High Admiral of the United Kingdom v The Owners 
of the Steamship Olympic (damage) appl of pltfis from judgt of the 
President, dated Dec 19, 1911 (fixed for Jan 21) Feb 9 
The Owners of the Steamship Charito v 
The Cardiff Ry Co (damage) appl of the defts from judgt of the 
President, dated Nov 19, 1912 Dec 5 
FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(Interlocutory Lit 
1911. 
Aldridge In re Forster 
appl of applicant H W 
dated Feb 20, 1911, part 
Feb 25 


(expte J Jackson Clark, in Bankruptcy) 
Clarkson from order of Mr Justice Ridley, 
heard (s o till after action before Parker, J) 


1912. 


| The King v Justices of the County of London and ors (expte Stanley) 


of deft, Chisholm, for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and | 


judgt, dated Nov 29, 1912, at trial before Mr Justice Darling and 
a special jury, Middlesex Dec 10 


Same v Same appln of defts, Montrose, &c. Co, for judgt or new | 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Nov 29, 1912, at trial | 


before Mr Justice Darling and a special jury, Middlesex Dec 10 


F Mend] & Co v R Ropner & Co appl of defts from judgt of Mr | 
Justice Bray, without a jury, Middlesex, dated Oct 26, 1912 Dec 11 | 
Nebenzahl and ors (trading, &c.) v Phillips & Vanderhaege ld _ appl | 
of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Darling, without a jury, Middle- 


sex, dated Nov 13, 1912 Dec 11 
Howard v Howard and anr appln of defts for judgt or new trial on 


appl of H M Stanley from order of the Lord Chief Justice and 
Justice Pickford ard Avory, dated May 16, 1912 (s o generally) 
May 3l 

The King v Justices of the County of London and ors (expte the London 
County Council) appl of defts from order of the Lord Chief Justice 
and Justices Pickford and <Avory, dated May 16, 1912 (s o 
generally) May 31 

Davys v Buswell appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Bankes, dated 
June 20, 1912 (s o to come on with fina] appl in same matter) June 21 

Turner & Co v Vardy appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Rowlatt, 
dated Oct 21, 1912 Oct 24 


| Petre v Phillips appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Bankes, dated 


appl from verdict and judgt, dated Dec 2, 1912, at trial before Mr | 


Justice Rowlatt and. a common jury, Lancaster Dec 11 


Metropolitan Water Board v Bunn appl of deft from judgt of Justices | 


Ridley and Scrutton, dated Nov 26, 1912 Dec 13 


Fortescue and anr v Grimes appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice | 


Phillimore, without a jury, Middlesex, dated Nov 29, 1912 Dec 14 
Hothersall v Craven appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl 


from verdict and judgt, dated Dec 3, 1912, at trial before Mr Justice | 


Rowlatt and a common jury, Manchester Dec 16 


Edwards v Moore appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from | 
verdict and judgt, dated Dec 6, 1912,-at trial before the Lord Chief 


Dec 16 


Justice and a special jury, Middlesex 


The King (expte the Metropolitan Borough of Battersea and Frederick | 


Cathie) v Roberts appl of A C Roberts from judgt of the Lord 
Chief Justice and Justices Phillimore and Avory, dated Dec 2, 1912 
Dee 17 

Allen v Messers ld appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from 


| Shipp _v Frodingham [ron & Steel Co ld 


verdict and judgt, dated Dec 12, 1912, at trial before Mr Justice | 


Dec 17 


Rowlatt and a common jury, Middlesex 


Herd v Weardale Steel Coal Co appl of defte from judgt of Mr | 


Justice Pickford, without a jury, Leeds, dated Nov 30, 1912 Dec 18 
Banque Automobile of Paris v Sharp appl of deft from judgt of Mr 
Justice Coleridge, without a jury, dated Dec 13, 1912 Dec 19 


The \ i € le < i r JO S¢ ‘ ° ° . 
[etropolitan Water Board v Johnson & Co appl of defts from | Gage v Rainger appl of respt from award of 


judgt of Justices Channell and Avory, dated Nov 29, 1912 Dec 21 


Algemeene Maatschappij voor Nederlandsch Indische Cultuurzaken v | 
Baay appln of deft, Heilgers, for judgt or new trial on appl from | 


verdict and judgt, dated Dec 13, 1912, at trial before Mr Justice 
Darling and a special jury, Middlesex Dee 21 

The Marquess of Anglesey and the Commrs of Inland Revenue appl of 
respts from judgt of Mr Justice Horridge (Revenue Side), dated 
Dec 6, 1912 Dec 21 

J F Rameden and the Commrs of Inland Revenue appl of petitioner 
from judgt of Mr Justice Horridge (Revenue Side), dated Dec 12, 
1912 Dec 23 

The Egyptian Hotels ld v James Mitchell (Surveyor of Taxes) appl 
of applicant from judgt of Mr Justice Horridge (Revenue Side), 
dated Dec 2, 1912 Dec 23 

FROM THE PROBATE, DIVORCE AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION 

(ADMIRALTY). 
Judgment Reserved. 

: Without Nautical Assessors. 

The Olympic—1911 
Steam Navigation Co, Owners of ss Olympic, laying in the South- 
mpton Docks (crew’s wages) appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice 
Bargrave Deane (c a v Nov 28) 


FROM THE PROBATE, DIVORCE AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION | 


(ADMIRALTY). 
With Nautical Assessors. 
(Final List.) 

1912. 


Olympic—1911—Folio 382 The Commissioners for executing the Office 


of Lord High Admiral of the United Kingdom v The Owners of the 


-Folio 555 T D Fraser & Weller v The Oceanic | 


| Luckwill vy Anchen Steam Shipping Co ld 


Nov 29, 1912 Dec 7 

Same v R. Leslie Id appeal of deft from order 
Bankes, dated Nov 29, 1912 Dec 7 

Same v Dyson and ors appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Bankes, 
dated Nov 29, 1912 Dec 7 

Raymond v Manders appl of pltff from order of Mr. Justice Bankes, 
dated Dec 2, 1912 (for 2nd interlocutory day) Dec 16 

Barry Ry Co v Marquis of Bute appl of pitffs from order of Mr 
Justice Bankes, dated Dec 10, 1912 Dec 23 


IN RE THE WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION ACTS, 
1897 AND 1906. 
(From County Covrrs.) 
1912. 


of Mr Justice 


appl of respts from award 

of County Court Lincolnshire, Brigg and Scunthorpe, dated April 
15, 1912 May 6 

Gallant v Owners of Ship Gabir appl of applicant from award of 
County Court, Lincolnshire, Great Grimsby, dated June 15, 1912 
July 5 

Griggs v Owners of Steam Trawler Gamecock appl of applicant from 
award of County Court, Lincoftshire, Great Grimsby, dated June 15, 
1912 July 5 

County Court, 
Gloucestershire, Cheltenham, dated June 20, 1912 July 10 

Butt v Provident Clothing & Supply Co ld appl of applicant from 
award of County Court, Middlesex, Edmonton and Wood Green, 
dated June 24, 1912 July 15 - 

Turner v The Port of London Authority 
award of County Court, Surrey, Southw: 
(security ordered Oct 14) July 18 

Cutsforth v Johnson appl of 3rd parties from award of Cour 
Yorkshire, Kingston-upon-Hull, dated July 9, 1912 security 
July 25 

Ward v H S Pitt & Co appl of applicant from award of County 
Court, Worcestershire, Dudley, dated July 5, 1912 July 26 

Grey, Dawes & Co v Reed appl of applicant from award of County 
Court, Middlesex, Bow, dated July 12, 1912 July 29 

Whiteman v Clifden and ors appl of applicant from award of County 
Court, Middlesex, Bloomsbury, dated July 9, 1912 July 3 

appl of applicant from award 
of County Court, Glamorganshire, Barry, dated July 11, 1912 
July 30 

Bellamy v J Humphries appl of applicant from award of County 
Court, Worcestershire, Kidderminster, dated July 16, 1912 Aug 1 

Taylorson v Framwellgate Coal & Coke Co ld appl of applicant from 
award of County Court, Durhain, Durham, dated July 16, 1912 
Aug 6 

Kierson v Joseph L Thompson & Sons Id appl of respts from award 
of County Court, Durham, Durham, dated July 19, 1912 Aug 7 


appl of applicant from 
} dated July 8, 1912 


, Court, 
rdered) 


| Fleet & anr v Johnson & Sons appl of respts from award of County 


Court, Lancashire, Liverpool, dated July 96. 1912 Ang 10 
Schofield v W C Clough & Co appl of applicant from award of 
County Court, Lancashire, Salford, dated July 19, 1912. Aug 16 
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Geary, Margaret Ginzler & Co ld appl of respts from award of 
County Court, Middlesex, W hitechapel, dated Aug 1, 1912 Aug 21 

Doughton v A Hickman ld appl of respts from award of County 
Court, Worcestershire, mara dated Aug 20, 1912 Sept 2 

Huggins v Guest & Co | 7 ppl of applicant from award of County 
Court, Monmouthshire, N mth dated Aug 22, 1912 Sept 12 

A Duberley v E J Mac ppl of respt from award of County Court, 
Norfolk. Great Yarmouth, dated Sept 12, 1912 Oct 3 

Curtis v Plumtre app! of applicant from award of County Court, 
Essex, Chelmsford, dated Sept 24, 1912 Oct 15 

Barnett v Port of London Authority appl of respts from award of 
County Court, Middlesex, Bow, dated Oct 10, 1912 Oct 21 

Wrigley v Nasmyth, W iso n & Cold appl of applicant from award 
of County Court, Lancashire, Salford, dated Oct 2, 1912 Oct 23 

Webster v Coh ‘ ppl of reepts from award of County Court, 
Middlesex ne, dated Oct 2, 1912 Oct 23 

Williams CG ippl of applicant from award of County 
Court armarthe ! ». Carnarvon, dated Oct 9, 1912 Oct 29 


Priestley rout amdon Authority appl of respts from award of 


County uurt, Middlesex, Bow, dated Oct 11, 1912 Oct 

Bines & am , Gueret ld appl of applicants from award of County 
Court, Glamorgans! ardiff, dated Oct 10, 1912 (security ordered 
Dec 20) Oct 30 

Moore v Nuttall & appl of applicant from award of County 
Court, Lancashire l dated Oct 18, 1912 Oct 31 


Williams v The Caeponthren Colliery Co ld appl of applicant from | 


ward of Count; Carmarthenshire, Llanelly, dated Oct 
12, 1912 Oct 31 

Mole v Wadworth appl of respt from award of County Court, Here- 
fordshire, Hereford, dated Oct 15, 1912 Nov 4 

Hayes v 8 J Thompson & C 
Court, Kent, Rochester dated Oct 15, 1912 Nov 4 


Brine v May, Ellis, Grace & Co appl of applicant from award of | 


County Court, Middlesex, Clerkenwell, dated Oct 19, 1912 (security 
ordered Dec 7) Nov 8 

Holt v Frodingham Iron & Steel Co ld appl of applicant from award 
of County Court, Lincolnshire, Brigg and Scunthorpe, dated Oct 21, 
1912 (security ordered Dec 20) Nov 9 

Blood v McConnel & Co ld appl of respts from award of County 
Court, Lancashire, Manchester, dated Oct 23, 1912 Nov 11 

Happs v Wescott appl of respts from award of County Court, Devon- 
shire, Plymouth, dated Oct 22, 1912 Nov 11 

Warren v Hedley’s Collieries Co ld appl of applicant from award of 


County Court, Glamorganshire, Bridgend, dated Oct 24, 1912 Nov 13 
Lloyd v Powell Duffryn Steam Coal Co & anr appl of respts from | 
award of County Court, Monmouthshire, Tredegar, dated Oct 
28, 1912 Nov 13 
Greenwood v Water Lane Dye Works Co ld appl of respts from award | 


of County Court, Yorkshire, Bradford, dated Nov 1, 1912 Nov 14 

Godden v Cowlin & Sons 
Gloucestershire, Bristol, dated Oct 30, 1912 Nov 19 

McDermott v J Pullan & Son appl of respts from award of County 
Court, Yorkshire Leeds, dated Nov 1. 1912 Nov 20 

Knight v Bucknill appl of applicant from award of County Court, 
Hampshire, Southampton, dated Nov 12, 1912 Nov 26 


Bates v The Mirfield Coal Co appl of applicants from award of | 


County Court, Yorkshire, Dewsbury, dated August 23, 1912 Sept 4 

Major v South Kirkby, Featherstone & Hemsworth Collieries ld appl 
of applicant from award of County Court, Yorkshire, Pontefract, 
dated Nov 6, 1912 Nov 26 

Godfrey v Divett appl of respt from award of County Court, Devon- 
shire, Newton Abbot & Torquay. dated Nov 8, 1912 Nov 26 

Ritchings v Bryant appl of applicant from award of County Court, 
Middlesex, Brompton, dated Nov 4, 1912 Nov 27 

Everitt v Eastaff & Co appl of applicant from, award of County Court, 
Bedfordshire, Luton, dated Nov 7, 1912 Nov 27 

Seales v West Norfolk Farmers’ Manure & Chemical Co ld appl of 
respts from award of County Court, Norfolk, King’s Lynn, dated 
Nov 15, 1912 Nov 29 

Mitchinson v Day Bros appl of respte from award of County Court, 
Warwickshire, Birmingham, dated Nov 14, 1912 Dec 4 

Wilkinson v The Frodingham Tron & Steel Co ld appl of applicant 
from award of County Coart, Lincolnshire, Brigg & Scunthorpe, dated 
Nov 18, 1912 Dec 6 

Johnson vy Newton Fire Extinguisher Co ld appl of applicant from 
award of County Court, Middlesex, Brompton, dated Nov 19, 
1912 Dec 7 

Higgs & Hill ld v Unicume appl of applicants from award of County 
Court, Surrey, Camberwell, dated Nov 19, 1912 Dec 7 


Horsfall vy Owners of Steampship ‘Jura’? appl of applicant from | 
award of The City of London Court, dated Nov 22, 1912 and 


cross-notice by respte Dec 9 
Roberts v Soothill Wood Colliery Co ld appl of respts from award 
of County Court, Yorkshire, Dewsbury, dated Nov 19, 1912 Dec 9 
Tomlinson v Garratts ld appl of applicant from award of County 
Court, Worcestershire, Stourbridge, dated Nov 20, 1912 Dec 10 
Bradshaw v Olive & Partington ld appl of respts from award of 
County Court, Derbyshire, Glossop, dated Nov 20, 1912 Dec 11 


Murray v Allan Bros & Co (U.K.) ld appl of applicant from award of 


County Court, Lancashire, Liverpool, dated Nov 22, 1912 Dee 14 


appl of applicant from award of County | 


appl of respte from award of County Court, | 


| Longhurst v The Owners of Ship ‘‘ Clement, The Booth eos ~ 
| appl of applicant from award of County Court, Cheshire, Birkenhead, 
| dated December 6, 1912 Dec 14 
Knox v Borough Hospital, Bootle appl of respts from award of County 
Court, Lancashire, Liverpool, dated Dec 4, 1912 Dec 16 
| Cook v Owners of SS ‘‘ Montreal’’ appl of applicant from award of 
| County Court, Middlesex, Bow, dated Nov 29, 1912 Dec 18 
| Harwood v The Wyken Colliery . ld appl of applicant from award 
of County Court, Warwickshire, Coventry, dated Oct 8, 1912 Oct 25 
| Murphy v The Shirebrook Colliery ld appl of applicant from award oi 
| County Court, Nottinghamshire, Mansfield, dated Nov 21, 1912 Dec7 
Smith v The Stanton Ironworks Co Collieries ld appl ‘of applicant 
from award of County Court, Nottinghamshire, Mansfield, dated 
| Nov 27, 1912 Dec 10 
| Snell an infant v Gross, Sherwood & ors appl of respts from award 
of County Court, Essex, Romford and Ilford, dated Dec 3, 1912 
Dec 23 
ides, v Cobden Flour Mills Co ld appl of respts from award of 
County Court, Denbighshire, Wrexham, dated Dec 10, 1912 Dec 23 
McGrath v London & North Western Ry Co appl of applicant from 
award of County Court, Lancashire, Manchester, dated Dec 3, 
1912 Dec 23 
| Cheverton v Oceanic Steam Navigation Co ld appl of respts from 
| award of County Court, Hampshire, Newport and Ryde, dated Dec 4, 
1912 Dec 23 
N.B.—The above List contains Chancery. Palatine, and King’s Bench 
Final and Interlocutory Appeals, &c., set down to December 23rd, 1912 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE—CHANCERY DIVISION. 
HILARY SITTINGS, 1913. 
Notices RetaTinc vo THe CHancery Cavse List. 


Mr. Justice Joyce will take his Business as announced in the Hilary 
Sittings Paper. 

Liverpool and Manchester Business.—Mr. Justice Joyce will take 
Liverpool and Manchester Business on Saturdays, the 18th January, th: 
Ist and 15th February, and the 1st and 15th March. 

Mr. Justice Swinren Eapy will take his Business as announced 
the Hilary Sittings Paper. 

Mr. Justice WaRRINGTON.—-Except when other Business is advertised 
in the Daily Cause List Mr. Justice WARRINGTON will sit for the dis- 
posal of His Lordship’s Witness List throughout the Sittings. The 
Court will sit at 10.15 a.m. and rise at 4.15 p.m. each day except 
Saturdays, when there will be no sitting. 

Mr. Justice Nevitte.—Except when other Business is advertised in 
| the Daily Cause List, Actions with Witnesses will be taken throughout 
the Sittings. The Court will sit at 10.15 a.m., and rise at 4.15 p.m. 
each day except Saturdays, when there will be no sitting. 

Mr. Justice PARKER will take his Business as announced in the Hilary 
Sittings Paper. ; 


Mr. Justice Eve.--Except when other Business is advertised in the 
Daily Cause List, Actions with Witnesses will be taken throughout the 


| Sittings. During these Sittings Mr. Justice Eve will sit each day 
| until 4.30 p.m., except on Saturdays, when there will be no sitting. 

Summonses Sede the Judge in Chambers.—Mr. Justice Joyce, Mr. 
| Justice Swinren Eapy and Mr. Justice Parker will sit in Court ev: ry 
Monday during the Sittings to hear Chamber Summonses. 

Summonses ‘Adjourned into Court and Non-Witness Actions will b: 
heard by Mr. Justice Joyce, Mr. Justice Swinren Eapy and Mr. 
Justice PARKER. 

Motions, Petitions and Short Causes will be taken on the days stated 
in the Hilary Sittings Paper. 

Notice witH REFERENCE TO THE CHANCERY Witness Lasts. 

During the Hilary Sittings the Judges will sit for the disposal 
Witness Actions as follows :— 

Mr. Justice WARRINGTON will take the Witness List for Warrinct 
and Parker, JJ. 

Mr. Justice Nevitre will take the Witness List 
and Nevitte, JJ. 

Mr. Justice Eve will take the Witness List for Joyce and Eve. JJ 

Before Mr. Justice Joycn. | In re Rainsford’s Trusts Rains 
Retained Causes for Tria] (with | ford v Rainsford m 7 

Witnesses). In re H Hawkins, dec Gibb v 
Sidney v Waddilove act Hawkins adjd sumns 
Russell v Fuller act In re F Booth. d 7 

$ . _" J ooth, dec Woodhead \ 
In re Stapley v Stapley v Stapley Booth adjd sumns 

action & counter-claim pt hd Ss : <a 

oe ~ “* ilberrad v Bowley adjd sum 
Causes for Trial without Wit- | Weiss y Mayor, &c of Birming- 

— and Adjourned ham procedure sumns 
Summonses. . : = 
‘ Sh: 
tn vo 3G Gebieed, doc Gol- hanly v Ward m f j 
~ Goddard adid sumns In re Robert Dyke’s Trust Legacy 

dard y Goddard adj Sl 8: 

(so) Fyfe-Jamieson y Cooper adjd 
| ‘ 7 , : . " sumns 

In re Sir R W H Palmer's Estate | : 

Palme “ Fenwick adjd sumns In re Robert Stewart _Dyke’s 

pt hd (s 0) | —— Dillon \ 
In re ~“Hamilton’s Settlement | ie on , 

Bigge v Punjab Banking Co | J & TH Wallis ld v Wallis adj 


sumns 





Swinren Eapy 


adjd sumns 
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In re The Light Rys Act, 1896 
In re The Southend & Colches- 
ter Light Rys Act, 1905 In re 
Parliamentary Deposits Act, 
1846 adjd sumns 

In re Jonathan Gilbert, dec 
Whitney v Kelsall adjd sumns 

In re Collier, dee Collier v Ten- 
nant adjd sumns (restored) 

In re S E Bouverie-Pusey Bou- 
verie-Pusey v Bouverie-Pusey 
adjd sumns 

In re R C Campbell, dec 
v The Cancer Hospital 
sumns 

In re W D Badger, dec 
v Badger adjd sumns 

In re R J Beaumont, infant 
sumns 

In re Slack’s Settlement 
Shadwell act 

In re C A Pascal, dec 
Pascal trial of issue 

In re Lloyd, dec Kain Brown & 
Co v Roberts two adjd sum- 
monses 

In re Edwin Gough, dec 
v Gough adjd sumns 

In re H T Griffiths, dec Grif- 
fiths v Griffiths adjd sumns 

In re A C Bedworth’s Trusts 
Bedworth wv Bedworth adjd 
sumns 

In re The Trusts of the Melbourne 
Juvenile Benefit Soc Gould- 
thorp v Dodkin mf j 

In re J S Buckley, dec Adams v 
Grimshaw adjd sumns 

In re Richard Pennington, 
Pennington vy Pennington 
sumns 

In re H 8 Grahame, dec 
Grahame adjd sumns 

In re John Spencer, dec 
vy Spencer adjd sumns 

In re Alfred Slater, dec 
v Fazan adjd sumns 

Columbia Phonograph Co General 
v Slater m f j (short) 

Nicholson v Freeland adjd sumns 

In re Townend, dec Knowles v 
Jessop adjd sumns 

In re Burrard’s Settlement Bur- 
rard v Dashwood adjd-sumns 

In re Arthur Cust, dec Royal 
Exchange Assce v Cust adjd 
sumns 

In re Coombs Joslin v 
adjd sumns (restored) 


Saker 
pdjd 


Badger 
adjd 
Slack v 


Pascal v 


Gough 


dec 


adjd 
Shaw v 
Spencer 


Slater 


Coombs 


Mr. Justice SwWINFEN 
apy. 
Further Considerations. 

In re East Sussex Gas Light, Coke 
& Water Co Perkins v The 
Company fur con 

Whitfield vy Cuerton 


Before 


fur con 

Causes for Trial without Wit 

nesses and Adjourned 
Summonses. 


adjd 
Hall 


Rose v Sicilian Ry Co ld 
sumns 

In re Thomas Smith, dec 
v Smith adjd sumns 

In re Daniell’s Settlement Trusts 
Snow v Daniell adjd sumns 
(pt hd—s o) 

In re The Farnworth Exhibition 
Foundation Board of Educa- 
tion v Hughes adjd sumns 

In re Simcoe, dec Vowler-Simcoe 
v Vowler adjd sumnis (s 0) 

In re Robertson, dec Bewick \ 
Brown adjd sumns 

In re Davis Estate Hart v Davis 
adjd sumns 

In re C J Sims, dec 
adjd sumns 

In re Sumner 
_adjd sumns 

Nixon vy Nixon 


Sumner v Sumner 


adjd sumns 





| In re Adamthwaite 
Sims v Sims | § 
| In re Wm Stansfield, dec 


In re Haynes Wyly v Wyly 
adjd sumns 

In re Cooke French, dec Vachell 
v Heathcote adjd sumns 

In re F C Davis’ Trusts Davis v 
Davis adjd sumns 

In re London & Brighton Laund 
ries Id adjd sumns 

In re Young, dec Fraser v Young 
adjd sumns 

Hopkinson vy 
sumns 

In re Rippin 
adjd sumns 

In re Ridge’s Settlement 
v Ridge adjd sumns 

In re Thomas Simpson, dec 
Clarke v Simpson adjd sumns 

In re Trotter’s Marriage Settle- 
ment Trotter v Buxton adjd 
sumns 

In re Coldham & Birkett, Solrs 
adjd sumns 

In re A R Devoy’s Estate 
v Walton adjd sumns 

In re Shearman, dec, and In re 
Settled Land Acts, 1882 to 1890 
adjd sumns 

In re Keymer Hodge v Rowan- 
tree adjd sumns 

Macdonald v_ Bennett 
sumns 

In re J D Cohn’s Trust Cohn v 
Cohn adjd sumns 

In re Knight Knight v Knight 
adjd sumns 

In re Welch 
adjd sumns 

Shropshire & Montgomeryshire 
Light Ry v The Cambrian Rys 
Co adjd sumns 

In re Bleasby Bleasby v Bleasby 
adjd sumns 

In re Burn’s Trustees 
Brown adjd sumns 

In re Henry Dever, dec 
vy Spencer adjd sumns 

In re McKinnell, dec Wallis \ 
Darbyshire adjd sumns 

re J H Heal, dec 

Heal adjd sumns 

In re an Arbitration between 
G H Wells, the liquidator of the 
Mysore Reefs, 1905 and Ex- 
plorers Id (in liquidation) & 
anr special case 

In re J M Allen, dec 
Daniell adjd sumns 

In re Smith, dec Trevor vy Good- 
hall adjd sumns 

In re A M Smith, dec 
Goodhall adjd sumns 

In re W Dean's Trusts 
Dean adjd sumns 

In re Daley’s Estate 
tee v Daley adjd sumns 

In re Hill’s Settlement 
Hill adjd sumns 

In re Charles Sewell, dec Apple- 
ton v Appleton adjd sumns 

In re Canti’s Settlement Canti 
v Canti adjd sumns 

In re Lawrence, dec Fells v Mad- 
dams adjd sumns 

In re Lord Wandsworth’s Estate 
Thomson vy ‘Thomson adjd 
sumns 

In re Draper 
adjd sumns 

Thackwell v Pollard act 

In re Thackwell’s Settlement 
Pollard v Thackwell adjd 
sumns 

Jessop v Turner 

M A Jessop v Turner adjd sumns 

In re Bradferd’s Estate Bradford 
v Bradford adjd sumns 


Richardson  adjd 


Rippin v Rippin 


Ridge 


Mahon 


Welch v Welch 


Burn v 


Clouette 


Heal v 


Trevor v 


Trevor v 


Wass v 


Hill v 


Dawson v Adams 


adjd sumns 


v Blagg adjd sumns 

Carter 
v Stansfield adjd sumns 

In re Breeds’ Estate Baily v 
Breeds adjd sumns 


| In re 


| In re Deakin 


| Gloria Copper Mines 


adjd | 


Public Trus- | 


Adamthwaite | 


Layton v | 


Kirkby, dec 


adjd sumns 
Foxwell v Rutland 


Hall 


adjd sumns 
In re Lincoin 
Attorney-Gen 
In re M A Balchin, dec 
v Balchin adjd sumns 
In re Roper Clark v 
adjd sumns 
In re Eddison Eddison \v 
son adjd sumns 


Mills v Tinker adjd sumns 


Hardwidge v 
adjd sumns 
Balchin 


Roper 
Eddi 


Companies (Winding Up) and 
Chancery Division. 
Companies (Winding Up). 
Petitions. 

(Spain) ld 
(petn of C B Toller—ordered on 
April 11, 1911 to stand over 
generally) 

Ind, Coope & Co ld (petn of C 
Spalding) Same (petn of H G 
Da Costa) Same (petn of Shu- 
ters, Chippendales & Colyers ld 

s o from October 22, 1912, to 
Ist Petition day after June 30, 
1913) 

Samuel Allsopp & Sons Id (petn 
of C H Belsey—s o from Novem- 
ber 12, 1912, to March 4, 1913) 

Camden Brewery Co Id. petn of 
Turner, Byrne & Co Same 
petn of S J Garrett & Co—s 0 
from November 5, 1912, to Ist 
Petition-day in Easter Sittings, 
1913) 

Johnson, Tyler & Co ld (petn of 
Stuart, Low & Co—s o from Oct 
15, 1912, to Jan 21, 1913) 

JF Pipllips & Son Id (petn of 
Hartley & Sugden ld—s o from 
Oct 15, 1912) 

Peruvian Amazon Co ld (petn of E 
A Ridsdale & anr—s o from Oct 
29, 1912, to Feb 4, 1913) 

Oil Trust of Galicia ld (petn of D 
Salomon—s o from Dec 17, 1912, 
to Jan 14, 1913) 

Looking Glass Publishing Co ld 
(petn of A North—s o from Nov 
26, 1912, to Jan 14, 1913) 

Garnant Anthracite Collieries 1d 
(petn of The British Westing 
house Electric & Manufacturing 
Co ld - Manchester District Re- 
gistry—s o from Dec 17, 1912, to 
Jan 14, 1913 

Irish Mineral Tailings ld (petn of 4 
Charles Tennant & Co—s o from | 
Dec 17. 1912, to Jan 14, 1913) 

Dover Street Hotels ld (petn of 
EK Glover & anr—s o from Dec 
17, 1912, to Jan 14, 1913) 

Mynell Syndicate ld (petn of Bran 
don Hill ld—s o from Dee 17. 
1912. to Jan 14, 1913) 

Conversion Co (Billings Machinery 
& Process) ld (petn of A Tyn 
dale-Biscoe & anr) 

British Improved Construction Co 
ld (petn of The Commercial Bank 
of Scotlan« Id) 

Foreign Radial Axle Cars Id (petn 
of G C Milnes, Voss & Co ld) 

Argentine Gulf Oil Syndicate ld | 
(petn of The Perking Macintosh 
Petroleum Tool & Boring (‘o 1d) 

Axim & Tarkwa Gold Fields Id | 

\ Bre Ike & ors) 

George de Pasquali Id (peln of 
Robarts. Lubbock & Co) 

British & Colonial Motors Id (petn 
of The Kempshall Tyre (o of 
Kurope ld) | 

Northern Counties Transport Id | 
(petn of S Wolf & Co) 

Anglo-American Cotton Mills 
ld (petn of A Mortreux) 

United Counties Insce Co Id (petn 
of The International & Great | 
Northern Railroad Co) 


(yx tn ot 


Co | 


| Crystal Palace Co 


| Dicido Tron Ore Co Id 


| Consolidated 


Maxim Lamp Works ld (petn of 
Eichner & Co) 

Australasian Share Trust ld (petn 
of F G Christopher & ors) 

Nickel Mines & Smelting Co ld 
(petn of G M Ritchie) 

Nationa] Commercial Insce Co Jd 
(petn of Livesay & Hawthorn) 
Lavex ld (petn of Oscar Moenich 

& Co ld) 


| Radium Ore Mines Id (pein of S 


Mathews & ors) 
Meteor Motors ld (petn of A 
Campbell & anr) 
Chancery Division. 
Petition (to sanction Scheme of 
Arrangement and confirm Re- 
duction of Capital). 
Nilgiri Plantations Co ld and re- 
duced (petn of the Company) 
Petitions (to sanction Scheme of 
Arrangement). 
Doecham Gloves ld (s o for sect 45 
to be complied with) 

Manaos Improvements ld 

Petitions (to contirm Reduction of 

Capital). 

Smart Set Publishing Co Id and 
reduced 

Turner, Naylor & Co Id and re- 
duced 


Action for Trial (with Witnesses), 
Jones & ors v Pacaya Rubber & 
Produce Co ld & ors 


Companies (Winding Up). 
Motions, 

Stamford, Spalding & Boston 
Banking Co ld (to discharge 
Order, dated May 6, 1912—part 
heard—ordered on May 23, 1912, 
to stand over generally) 

‘amina Nitrate Co ld (to strike out 
certain Matter from an Affidavit 
ordered on July 23, 1912, to s 0) 


Companies (Winding Up) and 
Chancery Division, 
Court Summonses. 

Egyptian Estates ld for removal 
of ‘‘ saisies ’’ on debts—ordered 
on Mar 7, 1911, to stand 

National Provincial Insce Corpn 
ld (for accounts, &c.—ordered 
on Jan 30, 1912, to stand over) 

Rinking ld (misfeasance—ordered 
on April 23, 1912, to stand over 
generally) 

Fox v Crystal 
Palace Co & ors (further con- 
sideration—ordered on June 5, 
1912, to stand over generally) 

Birkbeck Permanent Benefit Build- 
ing Soc (6n proof of Ravenscroft 

part heard—ordered on Vec. 
17, 1912, to stand over until 
Jan 14, 1913—with witnesses) 

National Telephone Co ld (as to 
distribution of assets — part 
heard—ordered on Dec 18, 1912. 
to stand over until after award 
is published) 

Tanah Brunei Rubber Co ld (claim 
by Liquidator) 

Rio Claro Sao Paulo Ry Co Id (on 
claim of Carrington) 

Hampstead West Heath Land Co 
ld (as to distribution of assets) 

Wenham & Waters ld (as to dis 
tribution of assets) 

(on con- 

struction of agreements) 

Mining & Invest- 
ment Corpn Id (as to sale of 
shares) 

John Halpin ld (to 
contributories) 

English and Scottish 
Mortgage (as to 
claims) 


vary list of 


American 
contingent 
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Anglo-Spanish Copper Co Id (mis- 
feasance—with witnesses) 

Demerara Rubber Co ld (as to ex 
pression of dissent) 


Mr. Justice WARRINGTON. 
Retained Matters, 
Motions. 

Stamford, Spalding & Boston 
Banking Co ld v Keeble motion 
(with Witnesses) and adjd 
sumns 

Evans & ors Vv 
(Jan. 13) 


Before 


The Blue Halls ld 


The Trustees of the Aire & Calder | 


Navigation for and on behalf of 
the Undertakers of the Aire & 
Calder Navigation v The Hull 
& Barnsley and Great Central 
tys Joint Committee = (for 
Jan, 

In Lamb, de« In 
The Act, 1893 South 
gate v Southgate (for Jan 17) 

In re F. H. Lamb, dec’ In re 
Lamb's Settlement Trusts Lamb 
v Lamb 

In re Lamb’s Settlement Trusts 
Lamb v Lamb (for Jan. 17) 

Steel v Goddard (for Jan. 24) 

a Napier & Sons Id v 8 F Edge 
ld adjd sumns 

Same v Same 
proceedings) 


H 


rustee 


re 


1 
Kr 
| 


Adjourned Summonses, &c. 
In re Bevan, dec Jones y Bevan 
a ljd sums (restored) 
Bowden v Warwick 
Master's report 
Same v Same adjd appln 
In re Ailesbury, dec Binney \v 
Ailesbury adjd sumns 


to consider 


Short Cause 
Boequet v Ernsthausen m f j (for 
Jan, 13) 


Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 

In Samuel Blow, dec 
Governors of St. 
Hospital vy Cambden 
act (by certificate) 
(for Jan. 17) 

The Norwich Union Life Insce 
Soc & anr v Whitbread & Co 
Id & ors act (for Jan 13) 

Pickering vy Pickering act 
Jan 14) 

Montague v 
pleadings) 

Lamb v Lamb act pt hd 

Maddock v Pugh & anr act (s 0 
generally) 

In re N Nicholls 
Best act (s o generally) 

De Lisle V 1 he Union Bank 
Scofiand & anr act 

Hyde v Foster act 
‘ laim 

Mendelssohn v Traies & Son 
(s © pending settlement) 

In re M Ss Cooper, de« 

v Curtis & ors act 
further order) 

Kenri k & 
Patent, No 6.629 
petn for revocation 
amendment of specification) 

Henderson v Hassan act 

Norton v Gillespie & anr 

Mills v Grundhen 
liberty to apply to restore) 

Brown v Brown act (not befor 
Jan 18) 

Mercedes Daimler Motor Co ld \ 
John Marston Id act (s o not 
before trial of another act by 
same pltff) 

The Columbus Potato Chip Cutter 
Co vy The Duke of 
act 


re 


and 
re tored 


ors 


(for 


Laing act (without 


de Nicholls V 


vol 


& 


counter 


Reedet 
(s o until 
In Jefferson's 
of 1903 


(s oO jor 


uct 


act 5 0 


| Joseph Rank Id v Jackson 


} 


| In 


adjd sumns (to stay | 


if | 
suceK V 


The | 


Bartholomew's | 


| Cook v Paine & ors 


| John 


| Carter v 
| Neame 


In re Edward Pumphrey, 
Marson v Merriman act 
Barnes v Goldfinch act & counter 
claim (stayed for security) 
Drake act 
v The Siberian Syndicate 
ld act 
Napier v 
counter-ciaim 
to apply to 
Brinsmead 
& 


dec 
| 


tudge-Whitworth Id 
pt hd (s o liberty 

restore) 

& dons 

Waddington 


ld V 
Brinsmead & 
Sons Id_ act 
Hughes v Wade 
Wade v Huzhes 
Grieve v Spiers 

Swan v Gould act 
Evans and ors v Wears 
Roberts v Roberts act 
Elfick v Elfick act 


act 
act 
act 


act 


act 

Ayres & anr v McCulloch act 

Bischof v Yorke act 

Dysart & anr vy Hammerton & Co | 

act 
re 

Ellis 

Naunton 
act 

Portman & Co Id v 
Hunter & ors act 

Sir F D Blake Devenish 

Donaldson v Pollard act 

Blais V Wood's Trustees 
issue 

James v Davies act 

Skelsey v Brearley act & counter- 
claim 

Carpenter's Trustee v Petroleum 
Oil Trust act & counter-claim 

Lawrence v_ Saltwell act & | 
counter-claim 

Williams v The Rhondda Valley 
Breweries Cold act : 

Malagoni v Moy act 

Molesworth v Everett 

Peters act 

W Coleman’s Ordinary 

ld Watson v The Com 

pany act and motn for judgt 
re Beanes, de Lowitz v 

Richardson act 

Davidson v Lambert 

Bannister v Davidson 

How v Freestone act 

Long & ors v Gray & anr 

Weir v Jones act 

In re Tapsell, dec Newington & 
ors v Noakes & ors act 

act 

Norton v W H Barker & Son act 

Ward v Benson act & counter 
claim 

Dalziel vy Trevelyan act 

In re the Patents, Designs & 
Trade Marks Act, 1907 and In 
re the Letters Patent granted 
to Richard Franklin petn 
fixed for Feb 25) 


L Ellis, dec Tweedie v 
act 


« Whitehouse 


ors V 
Hunter & 


act 


trial of 


act 


In re 


Share 
In 


act 
act 


act 


| Edwards & ors v Mattison (New- 


act | 


castle upon-Tyne District Regis- | 

try) act 
Rushton v Higgins 
Lucas v Hall act 


act 


| Davies v The Corpn of the City 


| Williams v 





act 
Williams 


of London 


act & 
counter-claim 

(oodhind v Bexon 

Mansell v The 
lieries Id act 


act 


Tirdonkin Col 


| The British Seaquinite Co Id y 


Campbell act 
In re Aspinall, 
Aspinall act 
In the Matter of Letters Patent 
granted to Valdemar Poulsen, 
No 8,961 of 1899, and In the 
Matter of the Patents & De- 

signs Act, 1907 petn 


de« 


Roper V 


Norfolk In the Matter of Letters Patent, 


No 26,671 of 1906, granted to | 


| In re Marke Wood, 


| Hussey-Walsh  v 


| In 


| In re Loos, dec 


| In 


lw 


| Vincent v Cockburn 


George Albert Smith, and In 
the Matter of the Patents & 
Designs Act, 1907 petn 
Buffalo Jones African Co v The 
Warwick Trading Cold act 
Slocock v Vickers act 
Beirnstein v Lowe & Martin 
Bygrave v Crick & ors 
counter-claim and motn 
judgt 
W A Sanders v Geo S Ferdinando 
Geo S Ferdinando v W 
Sanders acts and 
claims (consolidated) 
The Longfield Parish 
Robson act 
Whittingback v 


act 


for 


Council v 


Ross act 
Before Mr. Justice NEVILLE. 
Retained Matters. 
Adjourned Summonses. 
de« 
sumns 
Hussey-Walsh 
adjd sumns 
In re T R Hamlen-Williams, 
Lewis v Lee adjd sumns 
In re Savage, dec Lyford v Hart 
adjd sumns 
re Maclean, de« Bashall 
Maclean adjd sumns 
In re Boreham’s Estate 
v Wright adjd sumns 
re Lord Northwick, 
Bathurst v  Rushout 
sumns (not before Jan 27) 


dec 


In Vv 


dec 
adjd 


Further Consideration. 
West Vv Dorrell 


Motions. 


| Walters v Hughes 
| Smith v Evans 


Cairns v Willink & The Bartholo- 
may Brewery (of Rochester) Id 

In re Edward Norman, dec 
man v Norman 


| Barclay v The Seaford West Co 


ld & ors 


Barclay v Lambe & ors 


| Beetles & anr v Hayles & In re 


C M Hayles & In re A K Hislop 
(appln to be made to fix a day) 

re Canford Cliffs & Norfolk 
Hotels Spencer v The 
pany 


Property Insce Co ld v (¢ lavering 


& Beck, 
John Gosnell & Co ld v Schrader 
Schofield v The Rover Co act 
Ist on the 20th Jan, subject to 
pt hd) 


Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 
Miners’ | 


Oram v Warwickshire 
Assoc act 
The Rotary Photographic Co ld 
Trenkler act 
Ellis v Osram 
act 
Chamberlain v Chamberlain 
& counter-claim 
In re Letters Patent granted to 
Charles Y Knight, No 12,355 of 
1908 and In re The Patents & 
Designs Act, 1907 petn (not 
before Feb 10) 
& T Avery Id 
Son Id_ act 
Morse v The Garnant 
Collieries ld act & counter 
claim (not before March 1) 
Garnant Anthracite Collieries Id v 
Morse act (not before March 1) 
act 
dec 


Works 


Lamp 


act 


H Pooley & 


re Jane Robson, James 
v Eaton act 

Kirby v Paignton U DC 

Gibson v Richardson act 


Cheffins v The Silica Products ld 
act 


In 


act 


act, | 


A | 
counter- 


adjd | 


Boreham |} 


Nor- 


Com- | 


Anthracite | 


Linotype & Machinery ld v The 
Miehle Printing Press & Manu- 
facturing Co act 

Joseph Margreth Imperial Light 

| Id v The Acetylite Lamp Co 

| act 

The New Inverted Incandescent 
Gas Lamp Co v M Howlett & Co 
action 

In re Coode, dec 

| act 

Parr v 
Miners’ 

} Scottish 
Charles act 
Peachey v Middlesex 
Council act 
In re J T Gray, dec 


Coode v Foste1 


Lancashire & Cheshire 
Federation act 
Provident Institution y 


County 


Badger v 


} 
| Gray act 
Joseph Crosfield 
| Techno-Chemical 
ld act 
| Jessop, E v Turner act 
| Jessop, M A_ same act 
Moeller v Standard Financial 
Id act & counter-claim 
| Clayton v Pughe act 
| Simplex Concrete Piles ld v J 
W Stewart act 
Aeschlimann v Park act 
J H Kenyon ld v Davis 
act 
Farquharson v Dalkeith (Ceylon) 
Rubber & Tea Estates ld act 
Joakin v Thomas act 
Munro v Braithwaite & ors act 
| & motion for judgt 
Edwards v Mattison 
William Stevens Id v 
Co act 
In re Jobbins, dec 
act 
| Lewis v Meredith act 
| Clook v Gorbutt act 
| Llandudno Automobile Touring 
Co ld v Llandudno Coaching & 
| Carriage Co act 
| Upperton v_ Dennis 
counter-claim 
Marsden v Crossland 
|Evans v_ Pritchard 
| counter-claim 
| Burrage’ v Mander act 
| Shrager v Rubberamalga ld act 


& Sons ld vy 
Laboratories 


| Assoc 


« 


« 


| 
} 
| 


act 
Cassell & 


Brett v Porter 


| 
| 
| 
| 


act « 
act 


act and 


Companies (Winding Up) and 
Chancery Division. 
Chancery Division. 

| Petition (to confirm reduction of 

Capital). 

| New Zealand Loan & Mercantile 

Agency Co ld & reduced 


Companies (Winding Up). 
Court Summons. 


Omnium Insce Corpn Id (pa 
| ments for Insurance—pt hd) 


ld | 


| Before Mr. Justice Parker 
Retained by Order. 
| Causes for Trial (with Witnesses 
| John Aird & Co v Tanjong Paga: 
| Dock Board (c a v on Law, 
| Dee 20) 
| Columbia Government 
bian Emerald Co ld 
In re Groom’s Settlement Groom 
& ors v Rawson & anr act 
Sutton & ors v Bowden. & 
act 
| Strauss & Co v 
hove act 
Siemers v The Springwell Brewery 
Cold act 
In re William Roberts, dec Bag 
ley v Burton & ors act & adjd 
| sumns 
| Pengelly Manuell v Higgins act 
| Eastwood v Ashton act 


vy Colum 
act (s 0) 


ol 


Milburn Kerck 
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Causes 
nesses 
monses. 

In re L T Pearce, dec Alliance 
Assurance Co ld v Francis adjd 
sumns pt hd (s o generally) 

In re John Shaw Garnoch v Shaw 
motion & adjd sumns 

In re P Collings, a Solr, and In 
re Taxation of Costs adjd 
sumns (Ss 0) 

In re J Hudson, dec Brown \v 
Hudson adjd sumns (restored; 


Trial without Wit- 
Adjourned Sum- 


for 
and 


In re Nicholas Kendall, an infani | 


adjd sumns (s 0) 
In re Letters Patent, No 18,898 of 


1904 & In re Patents and Design | 


Act, 1907 motion amendment 
of specification (s o leave to 
amend) 

In re Ernest Edward Street, dec 
Vevers v Holman adjd sumns 
(s o liberty to amend) 

In re Woollett, dec 


until further order) 

In re Jane Thompson, dec 
v Masterman 
liberty to restore) 

In re Henry Smith, dec Tingle v 
Smith adjd sumns (s o gener- 
ally) 

Myers v Myers 

In re Crosse, dec 


adjd sumns 
Crosse v Cun 


ningham adjd sumns (advanced | 


by order) 

In re J S Snell, dex 
Chubb adjd sumns 

In re Isaac Robinson Robinson v 
Robinson adjd sumns 

In re Taylor’s Settiement 
Crossland adjd sumns 

In re Alfred Marson, dec 
Public Trustee v Barker 
sumns 

In re Joseph Salmon, dec Salmon 

v Jones adjd sumns 
re Robert Thompson, 

Bolesworth v_ Stone 
sumns 

In re Daniel Wilson, dec Twenty- 
man v Simpson adjd sumns 

In re T S Field, dec Harrison v 
Field adjd sumns 

In re Cecile James, dec 
James & ors adjd sumns 

In re F G Foaker, dec 
Foaker adjd sumns 

In re Carnwath, dec 
Carnwath adjd sumns 

In re Henry Flowers, dec 
berley v Flowers adjd sumns 

In re Smith’s Settlement Ander- 
son v Anderson adjd sumns 

In re John Adamson, dec The 
Public Trustee v Billing & ors 
adjd sumns 

In re de Ridder’s 
Trusts Sayers v 
adjd sumns 

In re Robert Evans, dec 
v Griffiths adjd sumns 

In re Samuel James Long, 
Peake v Horne & ors 
sumns 

In re William Mitchell, dec Mit 
chell vy Mitchell | adjd sumns 

In re Alexander, dec Thorman 
v Speed to vary certificate 
(Thomas’ claim) 

In re Alexander, dec 
v Speed to vary 
(Bowyer Lane’s claim) 
n re Pickering’s Settlement 
Pickering v Forster adjd sumns 

In re Beaumont, dec Bradshaw 
v Packer adjd sumns 

In re Hugh Wright, dec Wright 
v Wright adjd sumns 

In re Harry Winn, dec Stoneley 
v Winn adjd sumns 


Brady v 


Fell v 


The 
adjd 


In 


Settlement 
de Ridder 


Knapp 


dec 


adjd 


Thorman 
certificate 


Bate v Wool- | 


let (claim with witnesses) (s 0 | 


Lynes 
adjd sumns (s 0 |} 


In re George Kitching, dec 
Kitching v Liddle adjd sumns 
Croll v Raymond Pynchon & Co 
adjd sumns 
In re F H Wiggin, dec 
Wiggin adjd sumns 
In re H Ferraby, dec 
Ferraby adjd sumns 
In re De Ferry, dec The Public 
| Trusee v Ferry adjd sumns 
| In re Ives, dec 
Ives adjd sumns 
re Staples, dec 
Horsley adjd sumns 
| In re Walker, dec 
Clergy Fund of St 
Pimlico adjd sumns 
In re Spittle, dec 
Aspey adjd sumns 
In re Wilson & Bettesworth’s Con- 
tract and In re The Vendor & 
Purchaser Act, 1874 adjd 


sumns 


Michie v 


Ferraby v 





In Camps v 


3arnabas, 


Before Mr Justice Eve. 
Retained Matters. 
Motions. 
Ockleston v The 
guella, &c, Co 
Worcester College, Oxford, v 
Oxford Canal Navigation 
Dodd v J D Pritchard Id 
Nicholson v Freeland 
The Howard Asphalt Troughing 
Co id v_ The Co-operative 
Wholesale Soc ld 
Cook’s Stores (Tunbridge Wells) 
Id v Cook 
In re The Wey & General Proper- 
ties Id and In re The Companies 
(Consolidation) Act, 1908 


Lobito Ben- 





adil | In re Sadler 
| In re Hyde 


| In 
James v 


Bevan vy | 
Rolleston v | Perry & Co ld v T Hessin & Co 
Kim- | 


The Electrolytic Alkali Co Id v 
The Middlewich Salt Co ld 
(Liverpool District Registry) 


Petitions. 
In re Farrow Grange v Cocking 
(s @ generally) 
Sadler v Rickards 
(s o generally) 


Adjourned Summonses. 
Tempest v Tritton 
adjd sumns (s_ o generally) 
re Laye Turnbull v_ Laye 
two adjd summonses 
In re A. F. Bassett’s Estate and 
In re the Settled Land Acts, 
1882 to 1890 adjd sumns 


adjd sumns 

In re W Gillett, dec 
Woolley adjd sumns 

In re Alexander Tod, dec 
shaw v Tod adjd sumns 

In re Smith, dec Chambers v 
Wallace adjd sumns 

In re W J Harris, dec 
Harris adjd sumns 

Furthe, Consideration. 

In re A B Salmen, dec Salman v 

Bernstein fur con 


Parker v 


Brad- 


Harris v 


| Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 


In re L Bobrinsky boubouriine, 
dec O’Brien de Lacy v de 
Lizardi act 

Deakin v Kenworthy act 

Thomas v Mayor, &, of 
avon act 

Jackson v Cording 

In re Fellows, “dec 
Corker act 

Townsend v Russell 

Crusoe v Toomer 
claim 

Barry Ry Co v Morgan 

Preddy v Hurst act 

Hughes v Davis act 

In re Burton, dec burton v Bur- 
ton act pt hd (so until liberty 
to restore) y 


pt hd 
Aber- 


avt (s 0) 
D’Arcy v 


act 
act & counter- 


act 
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Fairweather v | 
| Smith v Day 
| Mitchell v Mosley 
| Central 











Watson v_The | 


Wiltshire v | 


Gribble v Keeble act 

Natural Color Kinematograph Co 
v Buwcolor ld_ act 

In re Parker Gittings v Parker 
act 

In re Smith’s Settlemeiit 
v Bryan act 

In re Wilkinson’s 
Kay-v Kay act 

Grierson v National 
Bank of England 

act 


Hickman v Kynnersley act 
James v Owen act 
Lichtwitz v Pike 
claim 
Harper v Weaver act 
Bowden Wire ld v The Bowden 
Brake Co act 
Jones v White act 
Crawford vy White City 
(Newcastle-upon-Tyne) Id 
& counter-claim 
Same v Shields act 
The Printing Machinery Co Id v 
Beeton act 
Edge v Vinet Rim Syndicate ld 
act 
Lowther v Michaslson 
Hollands v Levy act 
‘ Coop v Walter Judd ld 


act & counter- 


Wratten 


Settlement 
Rink 
Provincial act 
act 


act 
Sumatra Rubber 
Central Industrial 
ld act & counter-claim 
Corbould v McIsaac act 
Lilley v Pilbrow act 
John Vipond & Co Id v The Blaen 
, avon ae act & counter-claim | Brown v Strickland 
ze v Gridley act : eer 
Phillimore vy Watford UDC act} ¢ mrp sen 
Elven v Lawson act (s 0) Schultz v Sher rott act 
Surrage v Ward act 


North v Christie act 
Manchester Electric Theatres ld v 


Gas Economising & 
Light Syndicate v Development Control ld act & 
counter-claim 


Lamp Patents Co 
before April 30) , Grant-Suttie v Heaven 


Estates 
ld v Trust 
act 


act 


act 


& 


Improved 
Blanchard 
act (s o not 
act 


KING'S BENCH DIVISION. 
HILARY SITTINGS, 1913. 
Crown Paper. 
For Judgment. 
Durham Atkinson v Imrie Imrie magistrates case 
Coal Mines Regulation Acts ca v Dec 16, 1912 
For Argument. 
Martin v Mather deft’s motion 
_ tempt May 13, 1911 
Same The King v Kensington Income Tax Commrs nisi for prohbn 
from proceeding on assessments (expte Aramayo) May 30, 1911 
County of London The King v Islington Borough Council nisi for 
mandamus to provide testing stations (expte London County Council) 
July 31, 1911 
Same The King v Special Commissioners of Income Tax nisi for 
mandamus for repayment of Income Tax (expte Jewish Colonization 
Assoc) May 9 
Staveley Coal & Iron Co ld v Midland Ry Co 
of Arbitration Act, 1889 June 18 
Yorkshire, W R_- The King v Commrs of Inland Revenue nisi for 
mandamus to hear, &c appln for extension of time for lodging objec- 
tions, &c (expte Ramsden) June 29 
Met Pol Dist Kershaw v Smith & Co magistrates case 
under Metropolis Management Act, 1855 Oct 2 
London Associated Newspapers ld and ors v Mayor, &c of London 
Quarter Sessions special case under Baines’ Act rating Oct 2 
Met Pol Dist Plowright v Burrell magistrates case conviction under 
Sale of Food and Drugs Act, 18% to 1907 Oct 11 
Middlesex Lloyd v Ross magistrates case conviction under Heavy 
Motor Car Order, 1904, as amended by the Heavy Motor Car (Amend- 
ment) Order, 1907 Oct 17 
Met Pol Dist London County Council v Corporation of the Hall of 
Arts and Sciences magistrates case summons under Metropolis 
Management and Building Acts, Amendment, Act, 1878 Oct 18 
Middlesex Upjohn v Willesden U DC magistrates case claim under 
sec 32, Willesden Urban District Council Act, 1903 Oct 26 
In the matter of a solicitor v expte the Law Soc motion to strike 
solicitor off the roll Oct 31 
Same v same Oct 31 
England The King v Stewart nisi for attachment for contempt in 
an action ‘‘ The Royal London Insce Soc v Kingsland ’’ (expte Royal 
London Insce Soc) Oct 31 
Glamorganshire Glamorgan Coal Co ld v Ames magistrates case 
judgt under the Employers and Workmen Act, 1875 Oct 31 
Derbyshire Joel v Wing magistrates case conviction under Public 
Health Act, 1875 Nov 1 
Huddersfield Davies v Morton 
the Betting Act, 1853 Nov 8 
Met Pol Dist Metropolitan Ry Co v London County Council magis- 
trates case conviction under London Building Act, 1894 Nov 8 
W H Smith and Son v Elliman, Sons & Co special case under sec 19 
of Arbitration Act, 1889 Nov 14 
Ramsgate Cassell v Jones magistrates case conviction under bye- 
laws under Ramsgate Corpn Act, 1900 Nov 16 
Met Pol Dist National Old Age Pension Trust and ors v Director of 
Public Prosecutions magistrates case conviction under Assce Cos 
Act, 1909 Nov 16 
Parts of Lindsey, Lincolnshire 
Jj, &c nisi for order to hear (expte Home Secretary) 
Shropshire Wolfenden v Mason magistrates case 


Revenue Act, 1869 Nov 26 


information under 


England for 


attachment for con- 


special case under sec 19 


information 


magistrates case conviction under 


The King v Gainsford, Esq and ors, 
Nov 26 
information under 
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London Associated Newspapers ld and ors v Mayor, &c of City of | Warwickshire, Coventry Foster v Parker County Court deft’s appl 


London Quarter Sessions special case under Baines’ Act rating 
Nov 27 

Surrey The King v Justices of Surrey nisi for certorari for ordet 
of sessions (expte Allen) Dec 2 

Liverpool Caldwell Leech magistrates case 
Criminal Law Amendment Act, 1885 Dec 6 

Lancashire Leeds & Liverpool Canal Co v Wigan Union 
Sessions eper al case under Baines’ Act rating Dee 6 

In the matter of a solicitor v expte the Law Soc motion to strike 
solicitor off the roll Dec 11 

Exeter Weekes v Ross magistrates case information under Merchant 
Shipping Act, 1894 Dee 12 

Alexander v Wedd and anr_ special case under s¢ 
Act Dec 13 

Met Pol Dist The King v de Grey, Esq nisi for order 
ummons v Shearman (exypte Munday) Dec 17 

Parts of Holland, Lincolnshire Carter Griffith 
conviction under National Insce Act, 1911 Dee 18 

Tunbridge Wells French v Prior magistrates case 
Licensing Act, sec 12, 1872 Dee 19 

Boulton v Hunt magistrates case information under Summary Juris 
diction Acta, 1857 and 1879 Dec 19 

Huntingdonshire The King v Middle Level Commre nisi for man 

produce deed (expte Milner and ors) Dec 20 

conviction under 


information unde 


Quarter 


19 of Arbitration 
to hear, & 
magistrates case 


conviction under 


damus to Commrs to 

Bradford Armitage ld v Nicholson magistrates case 
Bradford Corpn Act, 1910 Dec 20 

Devonshire Leworthy  v tees magistrates case 
Ground Game Act, 1880 Dee 21 

Civin Paper. 
For Argument. 

Northumberland County Council and the Mayor, & of Newcastle-upon 
Tyne v the Mayor, &e of Tynemouth motion by Northumberland 
County Council to set aside award 

Hertfordshire, Royston Vacuum Oil Co v Ellis (Howard, Garnishee 
Ellison, clmt) County Court clmt’s appl from Judge Wheeler 
May 1 

London United Tramways ld v London County Council motion by 
L C C to set aside award May 23 , 

Lancashire, Manchester Dowson v Vincent and ors 
deft Webb's appl from Judge Mellor July 26 

Same Same v Same County Court defts Goodrich and Brooks’ appl 
from Judge Mellor July 29 

Taylor v Bock and anr motion 
Official Referee July W 

Middlesex, Westminster Foster's Agency ld v Bentley County Court 
deft s appl from Judge Woodfall July 31 ; 

Yorkshire, Kingston-upon-Hull Fisk and anr v Trumble County Court 
pitfis’ appl from Deputy Judge Alexander July 31 , 

Clode and ors v London County Council special case stated by Tribunal 
of Appeal under London Building Act, 1894 July 31 

Devonshire, Plymouth Mayor, &c of Saltash v Geake County Court 
pitff’s appl from Judge Lush Wilson Aug 2 : 

Middlesex, Bloomsbury Parker v London Central Motor & Co County 
Court pltff’s appl from Judge Bray Aug 3 

Kent, Greenwich Rogers v Reid County Court deft’s appl from 
Judge Granger Aug 3 

Surrey, Southwark Sims v Vian & Wadge County Court 
from Judge Granget Aug 3 

Yorkshire, Halifax In the Matter of the Halifax Zoo and Amusement 
Park Id County Court mpany's appl from order of Judge Long 
staffe Aug 6 

Denbighshire, Wrexham and Llangollen 
Acton Collieries Id County Court 
Aug 7 

Same Davies v Same same Aug 7 

Northumberland, Wooler Bolam v Allgood County Court respt’s appl 
from Judge Greenwell Aug 7 

Middlesex, Westminster Zamco v Hammerstein County Court deft’s 
app! from Judge Woodfall Aug 7 : 

London Cohen v Haynes and ors Mayor’s Court defts’ appl from 
Recorder Aug 8 P 

Kent, Tunbridge Wells Juler v Tunbridge Wells Gas Co County 
Court pltff’s appl from Judge Parry Aug 10 ; 

Middlesex, Westminster Portman w Griffin County Court pltff's 
appl from Judge Woodfall Aug 14’ 

Same Birkbeck Building S v Birkbeck County Court deft’s appl 
from Judge Woodfall Aug 16 

Middlesex, Bloomsbury Simmonds v Calzitta & Co (Calzitta clmt) 
County Court clmt’s appl from Judge Bray Aug 21 

Surrey, Redhill Dawes v Marrs County Court deft’s appl from 
Judge Mackarness Aug 26 

Worcestershire, Dudley Trueman v Deeley 
from Judge Amphlett Aug 31 

Herefordshire, Hereford Seaborn v Court County Court pltff’s appl 
from Judge Harris Lea Sept 2 

Worcestershire, Worcester Smith & Son v J & W H Leeke County 
Court pltffs’ appl from Deputy Judge Amphlett Aug 28 ‘ 

London County Council v London County & Westminster Bank 
special case stated by Tribunal of Appeal under the London Building 
Act, 1894 Sept 27 


conviction under 


County Court 


by deft Lehwess to set aside judgt of 


pitff’s appl 


Richards v Wrexham and 
pltff's appl from Judge Moss 


County Court deft’s appl 


from Judge Wightman Wood Oct 2 

Gloucestershire, Stow-on-the-Wold Groves v Cheltenham, &c Bldg Soc 
County Court defts’ appl from Judge Ellicott Oct 3 

Middlesex, Edmonton Weiffenbach v C D Mills ld County Court 
defts’ appl from Judge Wheeler Oct 9 

London Larner and anr v Smith and ors City of London Court _ pltffs’ 
appl from Judge Rentoul Oct 10 

Universal Mill Furnishing Co ld v Talbot Spinning & Weaving Co ld 
motion by Talbot Spinning & Weaving Co ld to set aside award of 
Arbitrators Oct 11 ‘ 

Sussex, Brighton Hudsons Id v de Halfort County Court pltffs’ 
appl from Judge Mackarness Oct 17 

Heymann v Dreyfus and anr motion by Heymann to set aside award 
of Arbitrator Oct 21 

Middlesex, Marylebone Ecclesiastical Commissioners vy Morgan & 
Upjohn and anr County Court — respts’ appl from Judge Selfe 
Oct 21 

New port, Isle of W ight 
Judge Gye Oct 22 

Lawler v Muirhead 
Arbitrator Oct 22 

Middlesex, Westminster Met Water Board vy Avery County Court 
deft’s appl from Judge Woodfall Oct 25 

(lamorganshire, Cardiff Pritchard vy Couch and ors County Court 
deft Skrine’s appl from Judge Hill Kelly Oct 30 

Middlesex, Westminster Hughes v London United Tramways Co ld 
County Court pltff’s appeal from Judge Woodfall Oct 31 

Surrey, Lambeth Jeary v Vogler and anr County Court deft A T 
Vogler’s appl from Judge Parry Nov 1 

Northamptonshire, Peterborough Clarke v Bates 
deft’s appl from Judge Wheeler Nov 5 

Cornwall, Camelford Stevens v Jewell County Court deft’s appl 
from Judge Gent Nov 6 

Staffordshire, Leek Yost Typewriter Co ld v Gilman County Cowt 
pitffs’ appl from Judge Ruegg Nov 9 

Surrey, Lambeth Neilson v Wood County Court deft’s appl from 
Judge Nov 1l 

Hertfordshire, Barnet Wells & Sons v Hollis County Court deft’s 
appl from Judge Scully Nov 12 

Burwood and ors v London County Council motion by clmt to remit 
award to Arbitrator Nov 13 

Surrey, Croydon Harper v Barry and anr County Court defts’ appl 
from Judge Harrington Nov 13 

Surrey, Lambeth Challis v Watson appl of deft from order of Mr 
Justice Bailhache Nov 14 

Derbyshire, Derby Grassmoor Collieries Co v Workmen’s Legal 
Friendly Soc and Connell County Court deft Connell’s appl from 
Deputy Judge Pritchett Nov 16 

Yorkshire, Ripon Dovenor vy Dovenor County Court  pltff’s appl from 
Judge Nov 18 ‘ 

Middlesex, Shoreditch Rutland v L and N W Ry Co County Court 
pltff's appl from Judge Bray Nov 19 

London Quorn and anr v Gambro ld County Court defts’ appl from 
Judge Rentoul Nov 20 

Same Orient Co ld v Breckke and Howlid Mayor’s Court defts appl 
from Judge Nov 22 

Carmarthenshire, Llandilofawr Morris v Morris County Court deft’s 
appl from Judge Lloyd Morgan Nov 25 

London Capel v Glendinning & Co Id Mayor's Court pltff’s appl 
from Judge Nov 25 

Hampshire, Newport and Ryde Daly v Dresser & Garle County 
Court defts’ appl from Judge Nov 26 

Kent, Ramsgate Henry v Hammond County Court pltff’s appl 
from Judge Shortt Nov 26 

Surrey, Southwark Lind v McKenzie & Holland ld County Court 
pltff's appl from Judge Nov 28 

Warwickshire, Birmingham Davis v Davis County Court pltfi's 
appl from Judge Amphlett Nov 28 

Spensers Id v Meyrick deft’s motion to set cside judgt of Official 
Referee Nov 29 

Warwickshire, Birmingham Cale v London County Court pltff’s appl 
from Judge Amphlett Dec 2 

Pembrokeshire, Haverfordwest Evans and anr v Morris County 
Court pltffs’ appl from Judge Lloyd Morgan Dec 2 

Same Same v Same same Dec 2 

Staffordshire, Uttoxeter Warner v Hind and anr County Court 
pitff’s appl from Judge Ruegg Dee 3 

Middlesex, Westminster Johnson, Ashton & Spice v Johnson and 
ors County Court clmt Laycock’s appl from Judge Woodfall 
Dec 2 

Lancashire, Burnley Ulton v Bell County Court pltff’s appl from 
Judge Graham Dec 5 

Burlumi v Pelling, Stanley & Co motion by Burlumi to set aside aw ird 
Dec 5 

Warwickshire, Birmingham Hawkins v George County Court deft’s 
appl from Judge Amphlett Dee 5 

Sussex, Brighton Bensley & Co v Christmas County Court deft’s appl 
from Judge Mackarness Dec 6 

Middlesex, Westminster Woollen v London United Tramways Id 
County Court defts’ appl from Judge Woodfall Dec 11 

King v Duveen and ors motion by King to set aside award- Dec 11 


Lee v Marsh County Court deft’s appl from 


motion by Muirhead to set aside award of 


County Court 





Middl. 
Red 
Middl 
appl 


Londo 
Blis: 
Glamo 
appl 
Pemb1 
Cow 
Derby: 
fron 


Londo 
Same 

Whyt 
Heym 
Callav 
Turne 
Sidney 
Welsb 
Wilki 
The E 


Verno 


Attorr 


Sali K 
John | 











Jan. 11, 1913. THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. [Vol. 57.] 199 


Batchelor v C Townsend Hook & Cold motion by defts to set aside Petition under the Licensing (Consolidation) Act, 1910. 
judgt of Official Referee Dec 12 , | Archibald Arrol and Sons ld and The Commrs of Inland Revenue (re 
Middlesex, Marylebone Ainsworth v Rathbone County Court pltff’s licensed premises ‘‘The Blue Bell,’ Shield-street, Newcastle-upon- 

























appl from Judge Selfe Dec 12 Tyne) 
Middlesex, Westminster Bates and anr v Gordon Hotels ld County . Land Values—Special Case. 
Court | pltfis’ appl from Judge Woodfall Dec 16 Robert John Lumsden and The Commrs of Inland Revenue (c a v 19th 






Staffordshire, Wolverhampton Yost Typewriter Co v Lock County Dec, 1912 
Court pltffs’ appl from Judge Howard Smith Dec 18 ~ ) Por ; 
H Autran Id v Fratelli Foti fu Gaetano motion by Foti and anr to Land Values—Appeals from Devision of Referee. 
set aside award Dec 19 The Commrs of Inland Revenue and J Joicey : 
Yorkshire, Kingston-upon-Hull Baird & Co v Tailby County Court | The Commrs of Inland Revenue and Marquis of Anglesey (reversion 
deft’s appl Dec 19 duty) 
London British Economical Lamp Co ld v Empire, Mile End, ld and | The Commrs of Inland Revenue and Thomas Charles Hewitt 
A Bernstein Mayor’s Court pltffs’ appl from the Recorder Dec 19 | The Commrs of Inland Revenue and Mrs E J Buchanan and ors 
Neilson v Brighton West Pier Co (Brighton Marine Palace Pier Co, | The Commrs of Inland Revenue and R H Clay and ors 
Garnishees) motion by Garnishees to set aside order of Master Day | The Governors of the Stepney and Bow E ducation Foundation and the 
Dec 19 Commrs of Inland Revenue 
Essex, Southend-on-Sea Scott v Brown and ors County Court  pltff’s | The Commrs of Inland Revenue and Mrs Margaret Whidborne 
app! from Judge Tindal Atkinson Dec 19 Marquis Camden and The Commrs of Inland Revenue 




























Municipal Mutual Insce ld v British Crown Assce Corpn ld motion by | Petitions under Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910, s. 44 (2). 
_ Municipal Mutual Inace to set aside award Dec 21 . | County Hotel and Wine Co ld (re The County Hotel, Court-square, 
Cattley, Gridley & Co v Cole motion to set aside award of Arbitrator | Carlisle) : : 

Dec 21 PO ag ae . ‘ , . - . “rT 

- , - ancashire 4 ‘kshire Ry , » Exchange Sti p 

Lancashire, Manchester Currie v Rudge Whitworth ld County Court ee Cragg: me Co Go ‘The Retangs Moten Sete 
pltff’s appl from Judge Mellor oe = Holborn and Frascati ld (re The Frascati Restaurant, 32, Oxford-street, 
Middlesex, Bow Taylor v Kemsley and ors County Court defts v.) ah 

Redman and Shepherd’s appl from Judge Smyly Dec 23 s : ae 

" 7 7 : side eS ae ja ,. | Same The Holborn Restaurant, 218, High Holborn, W.C.) 
Middlesex, Westmineter Brougham v Dwyer County Court pltff’s on, Hanbury, Buxton & Co Id and anr (re “ The Unicorn,” Com- 
appl from Judge Woodfall Dec 23 mecciab-atvest, 1) 
Everclean Linen Co v Fournier and anr motion to set aside award of ge sm : oT he Crown Hotel,’’ 102, Lavender-hill, S.W.) 

Arbitrator oe. . sae Age yee > oR, 
f . . oie ie - . - , | Same (re ‘‘ The Princess o ales, y, ci ‘Oi S.E. 
Warwickshire, Birmingham Taylor v Hewitt 1d County Court defts sm i cacy ener Pay “td psd on a. 0 House,” 
appl from Judge Amphlett Dec 24 ; ; : O17. Victoria Dock-road, West Ham) : 7 
Middlesex, Edmonton Goldsmith v Edmonton Education Committee Same (re “ The Cuumecnateh tes ** West Ham) 

County Court pltff’s appl from Judge Dec 24 : Same (re “‘ The Central Buffet.” Roval Albert Docks, Essex) 
Hampshire, Southampton Payne v Little County Court pltff’s appl Same (re “The C rovn Hotel.” Harlesden) , 

from Judge Gye Deo # Watney, Combe, Reid & Co ld (re the “ Clarence,’’ North End-road, 







Derbyshire, Wirksworth and Martock Ogden v Hall County Court | Fulken) 
—- ° appl from Deputy Judge Pritchett , Dec 27 Same (re the ‘‘ Devonshire Castle,’”’ Harrow-road, London) 
ondon Palmer v Brown and ors Mayor’s Court defts Brown and Same (re the ‘‘ Telegraph,’’ Shepherd’s Bush Green, London) 















Bliss’ appl from Common Serjeant Dec 27 ‘ oa aga a ‘, eae ae “ —e 
Glamorganshire, Pontypridd Edwards v Hale County Court pltff’s | — o. = and The Cannon Brewery Co ld (re “ Red Lion, 

appl from Judge Bryn Roberts Dec 28 | a White Hart” os alee ’ 
Pembrokeshire, Narberth Lewis v G Davies (E Davies, clmt) County Tendon 7 a ° Wate Beet,” 5, Lame Sea 

Court clmt’s appl from Judge Lloyd Morgan Dec 28 ' Same (re ‘‘ The Duncannon,”’ 3, Duncannon-street, Charing Cross) 






Derbyshire, Buxton Atkinson v Hobson County Court deft’s appl 
from Deputy Judge Pritchett Dec 30 


SPECIAL PAPER... 





Same (re ‘‘ The Rifle,’’? 80, Fulham Palace-road, Hammersmith) 
he King’s Head,” 12, High-street, Fulham) 

he Angel,’’ High-road, Ilford, Essex) 

he Cock Inn,” High-street, North East Ham, Essex) 





““ 


Same a “Desde 
Same T 
Same = ie: 















London United Tramways v London County Council es : : 

Same v Same ’ ’ | Same (re “‘ The Rising Sun,’ * Romford road, East Ham, Essex) 

Whyte & Co v Mavor of City of Cardiff | Same (re ‘‘ The Bell,” 468, High-road, Leytonstone, Essex) 

Heymann v Dreyfus and anr | Same (re ‘‘ The Canton Arms, ’ 177, South Lambeth-road) i 

Callaway v The King ie Strange (re ‘‘ The Swan,’ 4, The Broadway, Hammersmith, 
| ° 





Turner & Co v Vardy 
Sidney v North Eastern Ry Co 
Welsbach Gas Co v Ehrich & Graetz 





Charrington & Co ld (re ‘“‘ The Nag’s Head,’’ High-street, Wood Green) 
Same (re “‘The Duke of Sutherland,” 51, Lorrimore-road, County of 












Wilkinson v Car &c Insce Corpn London) | és 
The Everclean Linen Co v Hugo Fournier and anr Same (re The Tyssen Arms, Dalston-lane, Hackney) 
Same (re ‘“‘The Sun Tavern,’’ Askew-road, Shepherd’s Bush) 
Motion for Judgment. Same (re ‘‘ The Old Spotted Dog,’’ Neasden-lane, Neasden) 





A and § Gatti ld (re The Adelaide Gallery, Strand, W.C.) 
REVENUE Paper. | — & Co ld (re ‘“‘ The Crown”’ Public House, 201, Coldharbour- 
English Information. A E Griffiths and The Cannon Brewery Co (re ‘‘ The Albany,’’ Great 
Attorney-Gen of the Prince of Wales v Hornby and ors Portland-street, W) J 
. ‘ J H Flude and The Cannon Brewery Co (re ‘ The Atlantic,”’ Brixton, 


Cases Stated. S.W.) 
Sali Kraft and James A Fowler (Surveyor of Taxes) J W Steele and The Cannon Brewery Co (re ‘‘The Ben Jonson, 
John Hamer Brook and Commrs of Inland Revenue Harrow-road, W) 





Vernon & Sons v Hayball 









” 


















£70,000 FOR. “MORTGAGE. 
Messrs. COLLINS & COLLINS, Surveyors, 


are requiring several 
FIRST-CLASS SECURITIES IN AMOUNTS OF 
NOT LESS THAN £10,000. 


Priority will be given to Agricultural Land and Freeholds in the City or West-End. 
A valuable Life Interest or Reversion entertained. 


Offices :—37, South Audley Street, Grosvenor Square, London, W 
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H Wheeler, The Cannon Brewery Co and anr (re “ The Britannia,”’ | Henry Jennings and the Cannon Brewery Co ld (re “The Princess 


Hackney) 


Head,”’ 1, York-road, Battersea) 


E H Westley and The Cannon Brewery Co (re ‘“‘The Castle,” Old | William Alfred Browne and the Cannon Brewery Co ld (re “The 


Kent-road, 8.E.) 

A Dewing and The Cannon Brewery Co (re 
Paddington, W.) 

G H Cole and The Cannon Brewery Co (re ‘‘ The Colleen,’’ Bermond 
sey, S.E.) 

H S Homewood and The Cannon Brewery Co (re ‘‘ The College Park 
Hotel,’’ Hammersmith) 

A E Gutteridge and ‘lhe Cannon Brewery Co. (re 
Cricklewood) 

H J Pounds and The Cannon Brewery Co (re ‘‘ The Dorset Arms,”’ 
Lambeth, S8.E.) 

M A Dunn Godfrey and The Cannon Brewery Co (re ‘‘ Duke of Sussex,”’ 
Acton Green, W.) 

F T White and The Cannon Brewery Co (re “‘ The Earl of Aberdeen,” 
Bethnal Green, E.) 

W A Lyne and The Cannon Brewery Co (re ‘‘ The Junction Hotel,” 
Willesden Junction, N.W.) 

C Revill and The Cannon Brewery Co (re ‘‘ The Lord Nelson,’’ 386, 
Old Kent-road, S8.E.) 

F E Leat and The Cannon 
Farringdon-road, E.C.) 

F E Butler and The Cannon Brewery Co. (re 
Hackney-road, N.E.) 

W Badcoe and The Cannon Brewery Co (re ‘‘ The Neeld Arms,” 
Harrow-road, W.) 

C A Peach and The Cannon Brewery Co 
road, Kilburn, W.) 

oD Langford and 
Harrow-road, W.) 

C Cook and, The Cannon Brewery Co (re ‘‘ The Prince of Wales,” 
Fulham, 8.W.) 

A Collinson and The Cannon Brewery Co (re 
Upton Park, Essex 

A E Smith and The Cannon Brewery Co (re 
minster, S.W.) 

R Will and The Cannon Brewery Co (re ‘‘ The 
Rise, N.) 

W Darnell and The Cannon Brewery Co (re ‘‘ The St James Restau 
rant,’’ The Broadway, Westminster) 

A L Lawrence and The Cannon Brewery Co (re ‘‘ The Three Brewers,’ 
Eseex-road, N.) 

E R Auckland and The Cannon Brewery Co (re ‘‘ The Thurlow Arme,”’ 
Norwood-road, 8.E.) 

R C Kynaston and The Cannon Brewery Co (re ‘“‘ The Railway Tavern,” 
Tottenham, N.) , 

P N Smith and The Cannon Brewery Co (re ‘‘The Union Tavern,” 
Clerkenwell, W.C.) 


** The 


Chippenham,” 


‘*The Crown,’ 


Brewery Co (re ‘ The Metropolitan,” 


‘“The Nag’s Head,’’ 


(re ‘‘ The Old Bell,’’ High 


The Cannon Brewery Co. (re ‘‘The Plough,”’ 
‘The Queen's Hotel,” 
“*The Red Lion,’ West 


Shaftesbury,’’ Hornsey 





Finsbury Park Tavern,’’ Seven Sisters-road, Middlesex) 

James Cooper and The Cannon Brewery Co ld (re ‘The Princess 
Alice,’’ Forest Gate) 

William Prance and The Cannon Brewery Co ld (re “‘ The Enkel Arms,’ 
Seven Sisters-road) 

George Hy Ellis and The Cannon Brewery Co Id (re “‘ The Bakers’ 
Arms,’’ Lea Bridge-road, Leyton) 

Edw Walter Greenwood and The Cannon Brewery Co ld (re ‘‘ The Red 
Lion,”’ High-road, Leytonstone) 

Geo Fredk Matthews and The Cannon Brewery Co ld (re “‘ The Rising 
Sun,’’ Euston-road, N.W.) 

John S Bateman and The Cannon Brewery Co Id (re “‘ The Spring. 
field,’ Bounds Green-road, Wood Green) 

Frederick May and The Cannon Brewery Co ld (re ‘‘ The Cock Hotel,” 
Sutton, Surrey) 

Henry W. Paskins and The Cannon Brewery Co ld (re ‘‘ The Notting. 
ham Castle,’’ Wandsworth-road, S.W.) 

Annie M Weinrabe and The Cannon Brewery Co ld (re ‘ Ye 
White Horse,”’ Brixton, S.W.) 

William P Chapman and The Cannon Brewery Co ld (re ‘‘ The Black 
Horse,’’ Catford) 

Rhondda Valley Breweries Co ld (re ‘‘ Victoria Hotel,’ Ferndale, 
Glam.) 

Same (re “ Robertstown Hotel,’’ Ynysybwl, Glam.) 


Olde 


| Same (re ‘‘ Lee Hotel,’’ Penrhiwceiber, Glam.) 
| Same (re ‘‘ Belle Vue Hotel,’’ Penrhiwceiber, Glam.) 


Same (re “‘ Wyndham Hotel,’’ Treherbert, Glam.) 
Motions. 
Motions for attachment, &c., 15 
APPEALS AND MOTIONS IN BANKRUPTCY. 
Appeals from County Courts to be heard by a Divisional Court sitting 
in Bankruptcy, pending 30th December, 1912. a 
In re A Debtor (No 36 of 1912) Expte The Debtor v The Petitioning 
Creditors and The Official Receiver an appl from the County Court 
of Yorkshire (Leeds) part heard 
In re A Debtor (No 9 of 1912) Expte T W Hayes (a person aggrieved) 
v The Petitioning Creditors and The Official Receiver an appl from 
the County Court of Staffordshire (Stockton-upon-Trent and Longton) 
In re A Debtor (No 53 of 1912) Expte The Debtor v The Petitioning 
Creditors and The Official Receiver an appl from the County Court 
of Surrey (Wandsworth) 


| In re Peter Davis (No 9 of 1905) Expte The Bankrupt v The Official 


T J Pinn and The Cannon Brewery Co (re ‘‘ The Victoria Hotel,’’ | 


Charterhouse-street, E.C.) 

A R8 Wilmot and The Cannon Brewery Co (re ‘‘ The Wetherly Arms,” 
King’s road, Chelsea) 

J E Hunt and The Cannon Brewery Co (re 
Edgware-road, W.) 7 

James Bacon (re ‘‘ The Coach and Horses,’’ Edgware-road, W.) 

R_ W Whitehead (re ‘‘ The Coach and Horses,’’ Walthamstow, Essex) 

W G Dickinson (re ‘‘ The Cock Tavern,’’ Kilburn, W.) 

D C Whitehead (re ‘‘ The Crown and Anchor,” St. Pancras, N.W.) 

C Tavener (re ‘‘ The Falcon,’’ Battersea, S.W.) 

G Whitehead (re “‘ The Imperial,”’ Billiter-square, E.C.) 

G Whitehead (re ‘‘The North London Hotel,’’ Kilburn, W.) 

D C Whitehead (re ‘‘ The Plough,’’ Walthamstow, Essex) 

K. Gurney (re ‘‘ The Queen,’’ Stockwell, S.W.) 

G Whitehead (re ‘‘ The White Hart,’’ Bishopsgate-street Without, E.C.) 

E M Barker and ors (re ‘“‘ Seven Stars,’’ High «treet, White: hapel, E.) 

T R Dipple (re ‘“‘ The Flora,’’ Harrow-road, W.) 


* The 


Wheatsheaf,”’ 


Receiver an appl from the County Court of Worcestershire (Kidder- 
minster) 


MOTIONS IN BANKRUPTCY FOR HEARING BEFORE THE 
JUDGE, PENDING ra DECEMBER, 1912. 


In re Sir R A Denny (Baronet) Expte The Bankrupt v The Norwich 


Union Life Insce Office and The Official Receiver and Trustee 

In re C E Johnson Expte A C Bourner, the Trustee v King and 
Scarborough 

In re J D Ramsay (trading as J D Ramsay & Co) 
the Trustee v F W Millington ld 

In re Isaac Shrager, Cecil Shrager, John Shrager, James Shrager and 
Adolph Shrager (formerly carrying on business as Shrager Brothers) 
Expte C J March, the Trustee v The North British and Mercantile 
Insce Co and Mrs Jeanne Shrager 


Expte A G Deacon, 


MASTER IN CHAMBERS, 1913. 
A to F—Mondays, Wednesdays, Fridays, Master Bonner ; Tuesdays, 
Thuredays, Saturdays, Master MacDonell. 
(} to N—Mondays, Wednesdays, Fridays, Master Chitty ; Tueedays, 
Thursdays, Saturdays, Master Day. 








THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 
FUND, LIMITED, 


MOORGATE STEHT, LONDON, 


=z.co. 


ESTABLISHED IN 1890. 
LICENSES INSURANCE. 


SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICHNSING MATTERS. 
Upwards of 750 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the direction and supervision of the Corporation. 
Suitable Ciauses for insertion in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be sent of 


POOLING INSURANCE. 


application. 


X 


The Corporation also insures risks in connection with FIRE, CONSEQUENTIAL LOSS, 
BURGLARY, WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION, FIDELITY CUARANTEE, THIRD PARTY, &o., under 


X 


a perfeoted Profit-sharing system. 
APPLY FOR PROSPECTUS.’ 





| WN. Easrean. 


WINTER Oxrorp. | Muptranp, | 8. Easreen. WestTERy, | N. Waves. 8. Waves, Nograery. 


ASSTZES. 19123. | 
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0 to Z—Mondays, Wednesdays, Fridays, Master Archibald; Tues- 
days, Thursdays, Saturdays, Master Wilberforce. 


PRACTICE MASTER. 


A Master will sit daily in his own room in accordance with the 
following Rota to dispose of all Questions of Practice, Exparte Appli- 
cations and General Business. 

Monday, Master Wilberforce ; Tuesday, Master Chitty; Wednesday, 
Maeter MacDonell; Thursday, Master Bonner; Friday, Master Day; 
Saturday, Master Archibald. 


Circuits of the Judges. 


Notice.—In cases where no note is appended to the names of the 
Circuit Towns both Civil and Criminal Business must be ready to be 
tiken on the first working day; in other cases the note appended to 
the name of the Circuit Town indicates the day before Thich Civil 
Business will not be taken. In the case of Circuit Towns to which 
two Judges go there will be no ulteration in the old practice. 

The following Judges will remain in Town: DARLING, J., PHILLIMORE, 
J., and BUCKNILL, J., during the whole of the Circuits; the other 
Judges till their respective Commission Days. 
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Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette,—FRIDAY, Jan. 3. 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lrurrep 1m Cuanorey. 


ANGLO*AMERICANTCOTTON MILLS, Co, Ltp.—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 16, 


tirected to be heard Jan 14. Thompsons & Co, 3, East India av, solors for the petnr. 
otice of PFaating must reach the above named not later than six o'clock in the 


afternoon of J 





AUSTRALASIAN SHARE TRUST, LTD.—Petn for winding-<p, presented Dec 18, directed 
to; be heard Jan 14. Roney & Co, Orient House, New Broad st, solors for the petnrs. 
Notice of appearing must reach the above named not later than 6 o'clock in the 
afternoon of Jan 13. 

NATIONAL TELEPHONE Co, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 1, to send 
their names and addresses, ani the particulars of their debts or claims, to George 
Franklin, Telephone House, Victoria embankment. Hart, 67, Telephone House, 
Temple av, solor to the liquidator. 

NICK&L MINES AND SMELTING |C9, Ltp.—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 19, 
directed to be heard Jan 14, Roney & Co., Orient House, New Broad st, solors for the 
petnrs.. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock 
in the’ afternoon of Jan 18 

RapiIuM ORE MINES Ltp.—Petn for winding-up, presented Dec 27, directed to be 
heard Jan 14. Heywood & Ram, The Outer Temple, 222, Strand, solors to the 
petnrs. Notice of appearing must reach the above named not later than six 
o'clock in the afternoon of Jan 13. 

TARKWA CoNsOLS LtD.—Creditors are required. on or before Feb 21, to send their 
names and addresses and the particulars of their debts or claims to Alb-rt Henry 
Hawke, 20, Finsbury circus, liquidator. 

THE LIvERPOOL LtTp.~—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 17, to send in their names 
and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Henry Whinnerah, Temple, 
Dale st, Liverpool, liquidator. 

UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


SAMUEL 'SHAWCROsS \& JOSEPH SHAWCROSS (Coal Merchants).—Creditors are required, 
to send te particulars of their claims and demands, to Archibald Yearsley, 27, Brazen- 
nose st, Manchester, on or before Feb 1. Cobbett & Co, Manchester, solors, 


London Gazette—TUESDAY Jan. 7. 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

AUTO-WRITER, LTD. (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are required, on or before 
Feb 10, to send in their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims to Charles Field, Chartered Accountant, liquidator. 

BRITISH SALT ASSOCIATION, LTD. (IN VOLUNTARY ‘| IQUIDATION).—Creditors are required, 
on or before Feb 12, to send in their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to A. Leon Marsh, Colonial House, Water st, Liverpool, liquidator. 

BWLCH CoLLIERY Co, LTD. (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are required, on 
or before Feb 12, to send in their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Sidney Hiles Buckland, 25 & 26, Goat st, Swansea, liquidator. 

CALITYPE Co, Utp. (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION),—Creditors are required, on or before 
Feb 10, to send in their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
cla'ms, to Charles Field, Chartered Accountant. 

“ COMMERCAR” REPAIRS, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 16, to send in 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to J, Hamilton 
Hudson, 9, Basinghall st, lquidator. 

HULL Ciry AND COUNTY PRINTING Co, Ltp.—Petn for winding-up presented Dec 13, 
directed to be heard at the Guildhall, Hull, Jan 16 at 10, Beale & Co, 12, Newhall st, 
Birmmgham, solors to the petnrs. London Office, 16, Gt. George st, Westminster. 
Notice 4 appearing must reach the above named not later than 6 o'clock in the after- 
noon of Jan 15. 


Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 


London Gazette—FRiDAY, Jan. 3. 
ELECTRICAL ADVERTISING Co, LTD, 
WAKEFIELD AND Sons Lp. 
St. HELENS AND DISTRICT MUTUAL PLATE GLASS INSURANCE SocigETy, Ltp. 
AIRONAL, LD. 
FOLKESTONE ENGINEERING AND GARAGE Co, LTD, 
TARKWA CONSOLS, LTD. 
E. 8. WILLIAMS BroscoPrE Co, LTD. 
WILLIAM Legs, LTD. 
F. W. Cross & Co, LTD. 
REVILLE & Rossiter, LTD. 
STICKY BACKS PHOTO SYNDICATE, LTD. 
MEXBOROUGH MOTOR OMNIBUS Co, LTD. 
SANTA MAREA (MEXICO) MINES, LTD. 
J. G. Fay & Co, Lrp. 
CHARLES BIKKER & Co, LTD. 
MATABELE PROPRIETARY ASSETS REALIZATION Co, LTD. 
TOBERMORY GALLEON SALVAGE Co, LTD. 
BLUE SPUR AND GABRIEL'S GULLY CONSOLIDATED GOLD Co, LTp. 
SOUTHLANDS STEAMSHIP Co, LTD. 
SOUDAN I .DUSTRIKS, LTD. 
BRITISH PAVING Co, LTD. e 
PLATICO MANTLE Co, LTD. 
SAVILL & Co, LTD, 





London Gazette. —TUESDAY, Jan. 7. 


PACIFIC NITRATE CO, LTD. 
NOTTINGHAMSHIRE ECHOES, LTD. 

VAGLIANO ANTHRACITE COLLIERIES, LTD. 
CANADIAN COAL CONSOLIDATED, LTD. 

VACUUM ENGINEERING Co, LTD. . 
LONDON AND BRITISH COLUMBIA GOLDFIELDS, LTD. 
RUBBER CONCESSIONS, LTD. 

J. R. CLARKE & Son, LTD. 

JOHNSTOWN FLOOD, LTD. 

SPECTACULAR SHOWS, LTD. 

BASSAM OIL SYNDICATE, LTD. 

AFRICAN OXIDE SYNDICATE, LTD. 

BRITISA SALT ASSOCIATION, LTD. 

CALITYPE Co, LTp. 

“CoMMERCAR” REPAIRS, LTD, 

AUTO WRITER, LTD 

SOUTH AFRICAN PLANTATIONS, Ltp. 

CHRONICLE Co, LTD. 

MAIKOP OIL AND PETROLEUM PRODUCERS, LTD. (Amalgamation.) 
NorTH WALES AND DISTRICT BILLPOSTERS, LTD. 
NORTH ZAMBESIA CONCESSIONS, LTD. 

GWANDA MINEs, LTD. 

TARFLUX ROADS, LTD. (Reconstruction.) 
BULLOROFT MAIN COLLIERY Co, LTD. 

SouTHWOOD, SMITH & Co, LTD, 

8. F. Ever, Lrp. 

WILLIAM GopFREY, LTD. (Reconstruction.) 


The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales, 


Jan. 22.—Messrs. GEORGE Heap & Co, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Premises (see 


advertisement, page iii, this week). 
Jan. 29.—Messrs, DOUGLAS YOUNG oe at the Mart, at 23 Freehold Ground 


Rents (see advertisement, page iii, this w' 
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Result of Sale, 
Reversions, Life Policies, &c, 


Mesars. H. BE. Fosrer & Crawrietp held their usual Fortnightly Sale of these 
interests, at the Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, £.C.,on Thursday last, whea ths follow- 
jng Lots were sold at the prices mentioned ;— 

ABSOLUTE REVERsSIONS— 

To One-fifth of £2,263 

fo £10,285 .. oe es 

To One-ninth of £15,600.. : - - ee 
ENDOW MENT POLICIES OF AS\URANCE for £2,599 £1,610 
POLIOY OF ASSURANCE for £59 .. oe os ee ee £2595 
REDEEMED LAND TAX of £3 19s, 2d, por annum ee os 276 


Sold £165 
24,180 


£1,030 





Creditors’ Notices. 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day or Cram, 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Jan. 3. 


ANDERSON, ANNIE THOMPSON, Westwood pk, Forest Hill 
Bishopazate 

ANDERSON, JoHN WILLIAMS, Westwood pk, Forest Hill, Merchant Feb 1 
Jishopegate 

BERRISFORD, EBENEZER, Bolsover, Derby, Builder Feb 8 

BLACKMORE, Rosa, Walpole gdns, Chiswick Feb lv 
Chiswick 

CASTLE, KATE, Tunbridge Wells 

CHERRY, WILLIAM, Leeds Feb8 Middleton & Sons, Leeds 

DANCEY, WILLIAM, Gloucester Feb3 Champney & Co, Gloucester 

DAVIS, STEPHEN, Oxford Feb15 Galpin, Oxford 

DAY, MILDRED AMELIA, Brighton Feb2?2 Fillmer & Port, Brighton 

DEAKDEN, JAMES GRIFFITHS, DL, JP, FSA, Rochdale Feb 1 Knapp-Fisher & Sons, 
Buckingham gt 

DONNER, JULIUS FREDERICK, Englefield Green, Surrey Feb 6 
wuse 

DuMERT, MARY, Dartmouth rd, Brondesbury Feb 21 

Fray, EvizapetTa Emity, Chalford, nr stroud, Glos 
Kirmingham 

GARDNER, MATILDA, Hove, Sussex Feb1 Burtlett & Gregory, New sq 

GIFFARD, HARRY STANLEY, Kensington Park gds Jan3i Brown & Co, Lennox house 
Norfolk st - 

HADFIELD, MARY, Manchester FebS Slater & Co, Manchester 

HARDSTONE, ANNE EmMA, Croydon Jan3) Rowland & Hutchinson, Croydon 

HILPITCH, JOHN, Moss, nr Crewe, Potato Merchant Jan 20 Speakman & Hill, Crewe 

JonES, JAMES, Southport Feb4 Farrar & Co, Manchester ™ 

KERSWILL, EDWARD WILLIAM DorIpGk, Derby, Sanitary Engineer's Clerk of Works 
Jan 30 Holbrook, Derby : 

KING, LAWRENCE, Liverpool Feb 5 Sefton, Liverpool 

LATHAM, CHARLES, Priory rd, Bedfork Park Feb10 Head & Hill, Raymond bldgs 
Gray's ion ‘ 

LAWSON, WILLIAM Low, Edinburgh Feb 15 Whitley & Co, Liverpool 

LAYARD, MARY ENID EVELYN, Savile row, Westminster Feb 14 Radcliffes & Hood 
Craven st, Charing Cross ' 

Ler, DorotTHy ANN, Ambleside, Westmorland Feb 15 

LEHMANN, Simon, Paris, France, Banker Feb 1 
Fredericks pl 

Livesky, JAMES, Accrington, Boot Maker Jan 3! Sprake & Son, Accrington 

LOMER, CECIL WILSON, Old Colwall, ne Malvern, Herefordshire Mar 25 Bassett & Co 
southampton ° 

LOVELL, HENRY HUNTER HAYNES, Whitford, Shute, Devon 

MABER, JOHN, Southborough, Kent Jan 3i Buss, Tunbridge Wells 

MORGAN, AvGusTA, Clifton. Bristol Feb1l Paice & Cross, Clement's inn 

Mupp, JAMES WILLIS, Bowdon, Chester Jan3l Dendy & Paterson, Manchester 

MURRAY, DONALD, Catford Bridge, Secretary National Liberal Club Feb1 Bayle & 
Co, Bank chmbrs, Tower Bridge rd teed 

Sen, Se Rev. At ae, ~ =a! Jan 31 Bird & Bird, Gray's inn sq 

PITcHER, JOHN MAXSTED, Kyverdale rd, Stoke Newlugtor I 7 
Arthur st, London Bridge gton Feb19 Hogan & Hughes, 

REDMAN, EMILY, Petersfield, Hants Jan 31 Burley, Petersfield 

ROBERTS, WILLIAM, St Agnes, Cornwall, Farmer Jan 31 Bennetts, Truro 

Kush, Harky WILLIAM, Eye, Sutfolk, Farmer Feb 10 Warnes, Eye 


Feb 1 Le Voi & Co, 


Sbipton & Co, Chesterfield 


Feb4 Gorham & Co, Tonbridge 


Kinsey & Co, Bloomsbury pl 
Feb 20 Restall, Handsworth, 


Gatey & Sons, Ambleside 
Redfern & Co, Dauntsey House 


Feb10 Watts, Portsmouth 


| STENTON, HANNAH, Heaton Norris, Stockport 


| BELLERBY, JoHN, York, Contractor Feb 15 ; 
| BICKMORE, GARDNER, Kellet rd, Brixton Feb 14 Beaumont & Son, Coggeshall 


Le Voi & Co | BramHILL, GEORGE, ketford, Notts, Farmer Mar 25 Mee & Co, Retford 


Finnis & Chessher, High rd, | 


DAVIS, EDWARD, Edgbaston, Birmingham, Jewellers’ Material Manufacturer 


Clarke & Co, Gresham 


| FRASER, DAVID PASLEY, Pall Mall 


| HOWELL, ANNA MARIA, Keswick rd, Putuey Feb 1 


LEWIS, MARGARET GIssON, . Hollington, Sussex 


| WITHERINGTON, ILTID KYANS, Sonaing, Oxford Jan 31 


SADLER, FREDERICK ALFRED, Southborough, Kent, Licensed Victualler Jan 31 Busy 
Tunbridge Wells _- 

SARTORIUS, GEORGE CONRAD, Godalming Feb 4 Royds & Co, Bedford sq 

Scurt, JOHN CHARLES, Bishopston, Bristol, Grocer Jan 28 Tanner & Clarke, Bristol 

SMITH, FRANCIS, Oxfori gdns, Notting Hill Feb 1 Redfern & Co, Dauntszy house, 
Frederick's pl 

SrrH, Joun, Leicester, Coal Dealer Feb3 Stevenson & Son, Leicester 

SMITH, WILL'AM, Birmingham Feb 6 eo & rr — 

Sp z, ELIZABETH, 78, Sloane st Jan 31 oyung & Co, Ely 

a i Feb 5 Richards, Denton, nr Man. 
chester 

TAYLOR, WILLIAM JAMES, Market Drayton, Salop, Pump Maker Jan 31 Thompson, 
Stalybridge 54 


| THOMPSON, JAMES STRATTON, Queen's Gate, Kensington Feb 15 Gush & Co, Finsbury 


circus , 
TITLEY, JAMES ISAAC, Bath Mar25 Chesterman & Sons, Bath 
TOWNLEY, RICHARD, Kingstonon Thames Jan 31 Naunton & Son, Oxford st 


| WHEELAN, JANE, Scarborough Feb 18 Cook & Co, Scarborough . 
| WILLIAMS, BESSIZ FRANCES, Dorchest-r, Dorset Feb1l Taynton & Son, Gloucester 
| YounG, ANNA GRACE, Corbridge, Noithumb-rland Feb 1 Murray & Richmoud, New. 


castle-upon Tyne 
+ London Gazette.—TuESDAY, Jan 7. ! 
ALDRIDGE, Davin, Chesterton, Cambridge Feb 18 Squires, Cambridge 


BAILEY, ARTHUR NICHOLS, Hammersmith Feb4 Briggs & Son, John st, Bedford row 
Holtby & Procter, York 


BiGLIn, JoHN, Skeffling in Holderness, Yorks, Farmer Feb 4 Park & Co, Hull 


BRITTON, GEORGE, Brotton, Yorks, Labourer Feb 6 Hoggett & Bacon, Loftus 
BUCKLEY, HERBERT, Huddersfield, Manufactusing Chemist Feb 18 Ramsden & C) 
Huddersgeld : ; ; 
CARLE, URSULA ALICE DE, St Leonards on Sea Feb 8 Chalinder & Herington, Hastings 
CHATFIELD, CHARLES, Merton, Surrey Feb 28 Pedley & Cu, Bush In 
CR WITHER, EDWARD, Mvor Allerton, Leeds Feb 15 Crowther, Halifax ; 
DAIN, NICHOLAS JOHN FLEMING \Le, Erdington, Birmingham, Pharmacist 
Pearson, B rmingham 
DAKERS, JOSEPH, Lee Feb 7 


Feb 8 


Martin & Co, Ironmonger In 

Feb 7 
Glaisyer & Co, Birmingham , ; 

DERBYSHIRE, ANN, Birkdale Jan 18 Teebay & Lynch, Liverpool 

DORMAN, SAMUEL, Exmouth Jan 31 tooper & Fairbairn, Dudley 

ELLIOTT, GEORGE, Beeston, Notts Jan 2) Saywell, Nottingham 

FARREN, MARY ANN, Northfleet, Kent Feb 15 Chapman, Gravesend 

Feb 15 Rawle & Co, Bedford row 

GOULD, JosEPH, Cadogan pl, Chelsea Mari Rawle & Co, Bedford row 

HERBERT, Hon AUGUSTA CHARLOTTE ELIZABETH, Abergaveuny Feb 1 Hunter & Haynes, 
New eq, Liveoln’s inn , 

HOvTzZAMER, AUGUST, Strand Feb10 Stronz & Co, Gracechurch st 

Richardson & Co, Golden sq, 
Regent st c 

KIMELFIELD, ABRAHAM, Manchester, Cap Peak Manufacturer Feb8 Cobbett & Co 
Manchester 


| KNIGHT, EDWARD JOHN, Folkestone, Builder Feb18 Hall, Folkestone 


LAW, WILLIAM, Blackpool Feb 28 Parkinson, Blackpool 

! Feb 20 Sheppard & Son, Battle, 
Sussex 7 : 

Lewis, ELIZABETH JupITH,# Hollington, Sussex 
Sussex 


Feb 20 Sheppard & Son, Battle, 


| MANDER, FREDERIOK WILLIAM, Walsall, Ironmonger Feb1 Evans, Walsall 


MARKS, ALFKED, Adelaide rd,South Hampstead Mar 1 Coward & Co, 30, Mincing In 
MITCHELL, MARIAN ELIZABETH, Leamington Spi, Warwick Feb 7 Glaisyer & Co, 
Birmingham : 

MOLD, HARRIKTT SARAH, Sidlesham, Sussex Feb 12 Wannop, Chichester 

NICHOLL, JOHN, Epping, Essex Feb Lu Huntley & Son, Bank chmbrs, 92, Tooley st 
PROUDFOOT, FANNIE BLAKK, Sydenham Fev 14 Atkinson, Finsbury sq q 
RAMSAY, ROBERT ALEXANDER DOUGLAS, Morchard Bishop, Devon Feb 

Clement's inn 


14 Tyler 


| RAMSBOTTOM, KACHARL, Prestwich, nr Manchester Feb4 Orford & Sons, Manchester 


RILEY, JOHN FosTeR, Moldgreen, Hudderstield, Engineer Jan 31 Sykes, Huaderstield 
ROPERTS, WILLIAM, Huddersfield Jan 31 Sykes, Huddersfield _— 
ROBINSON, FLORENCE EpiTH, Eastbourne Jan 25 Miller & Co, Liverpool 


| SHARPE, PHILIP, Leytonstone Feb 11 SH W & S Patey, Fiusbury sq 


SPALDING, MARY, Preston park, Sussex Feb 6 - Hales, High st, N otting Hill Gate 
STANCLIFFE, SARAH. Stokesley, Yorks Jan 10 Charlesworth & Wood, Ski;ton 
STAPYLTON, OLIVE HARRIET, Morscamb3 Feb4 Orford & Sons, Manchester 
THOMAS, THOMAS, Warwick st, Regent st Feb 6 Holder & Wood, 40, Cheapside 
W itherington, Reading 








Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Jan. 3. 


Nov 12 Ord Dec 30 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Autres, Eowaap Fenner, Albemarle st High Court Pet 
Sept 14 Ord Dee 31 

Aresxoo, Axe. Evwanp, Bristol, Retail Grocer Bristol 
Pet Dee 31 Ord Dee 31 

Baapsuay, ALexanper, West Bromwich, Licensed Victu- 
aller Stourbridge Pet Nov 25 Ord Dee 23 

Cartes, Geracp, Poulton le Fylde, Lancs, Grocer, Preston 
Pet Dec 30 Ord Dec 30 

Coox, Axtuur Weruens, Cheltenham, Licensed Vigtualler 
Cheltenham Pet Dec 31 Ord Dec 31 

Costicas, Avice, Leeds Leeds Pet Dec30 Ord Dec 30 

DurrAst, Fraxcts Wiittam Henry, Carey st,-Solicitor 
HighZCourt Pet Dec 30 Ord Dec 30 

Govawirton, C, Ferntower rd, Newington Green, General 
Merchant High Court Pet Nov 14 Ord Dec 28 

Gareo, Ratrn Curistorpuer, Dewsbury, Removal Con- 
tractor Dewsbury PetJanil Ord Jan1 

Gusstons, Cuances, Broughton, nr Stockbridge, South- 
ampton Builder Southampton Pet Dec3u Ord Dee 
30 Cardiff 

Hawsrorp, Noxats Howarp, Poole, Dorset, Butcher 
Poole Pet Deo 30 Ord Dee 30 

Howe is, Joayny, Pontardulais, Carmarthenshire Tinman 
Carmarthen Pet Dec 30 Ord Dec 30 

Hvupsoy, Hergseat, Bradford, Quarry Foreman 
Pet Dec 30 Ord Dec 30 

Ho.tox, Haron, Burnley, Butcher Burnley Pet Deo 31 
Ord Dec 31 

Lewis, Joszru, and Horace Srewtos, Sheffield, Grocers 
Sheffield Pet Dec 80 Ord Dec 30 

Looxmaat, CaaRues Se, Bedford, Hosier 
Luton PetDe 10 Ord 30 


field Pet Dec 30 
Wells Pet Dec 31 
Dee 31 Ord Dee 31 


Warxinson, Groroe 


Pet 30 
Pet Dec 30 


Pet Dec 30 


Ord Dec 31 
Bradford 





Meakis, Taropore Henry, Four Mile Bridge, Anglesea, 
Electrical Fitter Bangor 
Mevvitte, Cuarnces Le D Lesure, Lincoln Lincoln Pet 


N ewson, Henny Ricaagp, Mount Pleasent rd, Tottenham, 
Solicitor Edmonton Pet Dec 5 

Ocoen, Freverick, Sheffield, Packing Case Maker 

Ord Dee 30 

Payse, Wiitam, Lingfield, Surrey, Builder 

Ord Dee 31 

Riasy, Wixt1am, Bolton, Tinplate Worker 


Tennant, Georor, Sudden, Rochdale Rochdale Pet Dec 
30 Ord Dee 30 


THompsox, James Ronrnsox, Milnthorpe, Westmorland, 
Farmer Kendal Pet Dec 30 

Varpy, WrittaM Exuiort, Sale st, Bethnal Green, Brush 
Manufacturer High Court Pet Dec 27 

enkivaon, Filey, Yorks, Coal Dealer 
Scarborough Pet Dec 31 Ord Dec 31 

Wicxam, Faaxk Gorpoy, Earl Soham, Suffolk Ipswich 

Dec Dec 30 


Wittrams, Epwarp, Aberdare, Licensed Victualler 
dare Ord Dee 30 

Witt1aMs, Tuomas, Llanmaes, nr Bridgend, Glam, Haulier 

Ord Dec 30 

Witsow, Agtuur James, Charterhouse st, Commission Meat 
Agent High Court Pet Dec 31 

Woottey, Aynis, Southville, Bristol Bristol Pet Dee 31 


RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 
a James, Oxford Oxford Rec Ord June 28 Res 
cz 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


AOTON, GEORGR, Ludlow, Salop, Coach Builder 
12.45 2, Offa st, Hereford 


| ALLEN, EpWARD FENNER, Albemarle st Jan 13 atl 
| Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
BAINBRIDGE, THOMAS WILLIAM, Darlington, Durham, 
Whitesmith Jan llat 11.30 Off Rec, Court chmbra, 
Albert rd, Middlesbrough 
BATES, JOSEPH, Chesham, Bucks, Woodenware 
Shef- | facturer Jan llati2 1, St Aldate’s, Oxford 
CLARK, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Cantley, Norfolk, Cateret 
Tunbridge Jan l4at4 Uff Rec, 8, Kinz st, Norwich 
COSTIGAN, ALICE, Leeds Jan 13 at12 Off Rec, 24, Bond 
Bolton Pet st, Leeds os 
DURRANT, FRANCIS WILLIAM HENRY, Carey st, Solicitor 
Jan lg at1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
EVANS, THOMAS, Golden Grove, Carmarthenshire, Mason 
Jan l4 at 11.45 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Car.narthen 
EVANS, WALTER, Presteigne, Radnor, Posting House Coa- 
tractor Jan ll at12.3u 2, Offa st, Hereford 
GARGIN, JoHN WILLIAM, Great Yarmouth, Teacher Jat 
llatl Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 2 
GIRLING, FRED, Market Deeping, Grocer Jan 14 at 11. 
Law Courts, Peterborough 
GUNSTONE, CHARLES, Broughton, nr Stockh idge, 
Southampton, Builder Jan 11 at 11 Off Rec, Midlaud 
Bank chmbrs, High st, Southampton 
HANSFORD, NORRIS HOWARD, Poule, Dorset, Butcher Jaa 
13 at 10.30 100, High st (first floor), Poole 
HOWELLS, JOHNNY, Pontardulais, Carmarthen, Tinma 
Jan 14 at 11.15 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 
Hupson, HERBERT, Bradford, Quarry Foreman Jan ll 
at 11 Off Rec, 12, Duke st, Bradford 
KELLY, MARGARKT, Hounslow Jan 14 at 3 
Bedford row 
KEMP, G A, Margate, Jeweller Jan ll at 11 Off Rec, 64, 
Castle st, Canterbury 
MATHEW, WILLIAM MoRRAY, Laugharne, Carmarthen 
Jan 14 at 11 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 
MouLToN, J C, Chiswick Jan 13 atJ2 Off Rec, 14, Bet: 
ford row 


Pet Janl Ord Jan 1 


Ord Dee 30 Manu- 


Ord Dee 30 
Ord Jan 2 


Aber- 


Ord Dee 31 


Off Rec, 14 


Jan li at 








rd row 
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Jat. ix, 1913. 


LAW FIRE 


INSURANCE SOCIETY LIMITED, 
No. 414, Chancery Lane, London, W.C. 


BON DS —tThe Directors desire to specially draw the attention of the Legal Profession to the fact that the Fidelity 
Guarantee Bonds of this Society are accepted by His Majesty’s Government and in the High Court of Justice. 


Fire. 
Domestic Servants. 


Personal Accident and Disease. 
Property Owners’ Indemnity. 





Burgiary. Fidelity Guarantee. 


Third Party. 





DIRECTORS— 


Workmen’s Compensation, including 
Plate Glass. 


PLUMPTRE JOHNSON, Eagq.. J.P., Chairman (formerly of Johnson, Raymond-Barker & Co., Lincoln's Inn). 


CHARLES 
ROMER WILLIAMS, 


GEORGE FRANCIS BERNEY, Esq. (Corsellis & Berney), Lincoln’s Inn Fields, 
. (Bewes & Dickinson), Stonehouse, Plymouth. 
. (Frere, Cholmeley & Co.), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 
, Esq. (Church, Adams & Prior), Bedford Row. 
. (Fladgate & Co.), Craig's Court, Charing Cross. 
incoln’s Inn Fields. 


H. D. BEWES, E 


HENRY LEFEVRE FARRER, Esq. (Farrer & Co.), 
8. FREELAN 


Westminster. 


Esq., D.L., J.P. Vice-Chairman (Williams & James), Norfolk House, Thames Embankment. 
Sir RICHARD NICHOLSON (Nicholson, Patterson & Freeland), Queen Anne's Gate, 


WILLIAM NOCTON, Esq., D.L., J.P. (Nocton & Sons), Great Marlborough Street. 
RONALD PEAKE, Faq. (Peake, Bird, Collins & ~ Bedford Row. 

JOHN DOUGLAS PEEL, Fsq. (Morrell, fon & Peel 

THOMAS RAWLE, Esq. (Rawle, Johnstone & Co.), Bedford Row. 


, Oxford. 


D, . (Nicholson, Patterson & Freeland), Queen Anne’s Gate,| J. E. W. RIDER . (Rider, Heaton & Co.), Lincoln's Inn. 
~—" Wak *(Lee & Pembertons), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 


Esq. (Lawrence, Graham & Co.), Lincoln's Inn. 
. (Hallowes & Carter), Bedford Row. 
. (Budd, Brodie, & Hart), Bedford Row. 
.(formerlyof E, Carleton Holmes, Fell& Wade), Bedford Row. 
, Esq. (Gwynne James & rd 
4 4 Lee, Bolton & Lee), The Sanctuary, Westminster, 
DILLON R, W. . (Lowe & Co,), Temple Gardens. 
ton & Morgan), Somerset Street. 


L. 
FREDERICK STUART MORGAN, Esq. ( 


SECRETARY—H. T. OWEN LEGGATT. 


GEORGE L. 8TE 


8on), Hereford. 








T, . ( 
The Right Hon. LORD STRATHEDEN AND CAMPBELL, Bruton Street, 


J. PERCEVAL TATHAM, Esq. (Tatham & Procter), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 
R, W. TWEEDIE, Esq. (A. F. & RB. 
W. MELMOTH WALTERS, Esq. (Walters & Co.), Lincoln's Inn. 

Sir HENRY ARTHUR WHITE, C.V.O. (A. & H. White), Great Marlborough Street 
E. H. WHITEHEAD, Esq. (Burch, Whitehead & Davidsons), Spring Gardens, 


E. TREVOR LL, WILLIAMS, Esq., J.P., Clock House, Byfleet, Surrey. 


ASSISTANT SECRETARY—ARTHUR E. C. WHITE. 
This Society, consequent on its close connection with, and exceptional experience of the requirements of, the Legal Professio 


W. Tweedie), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 


nm, INVITES 
of Insurance 


APPLICATIONS FOR AGENCIES FROM SOLICI1ORS, TO WHOM IT 1S ABLE TO OFFER SPECIAL PACILITIES for the transaction 
Prospectuses and Proposal 


business on the most favourable terms. 


Forms and full information may be had at the Society’s Uffice, 


offered to the Pelicy Holders is unsurpassed by any of the leading Insurance Companies. 


It enjoys the highest reputation for prompt and liberal settlement of claims. 
The business of the Society is confined to the United Kingdom, and the security 





PAYNE, WILLIAM, Lingfield, Surrey, Builder Jan Li at 
iz Off Rec, 124, Marlborough pi, Brighton 

REEDER, STEPHEN, Little Snoring, Norfulk, Grocer Jan 
ll at12 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

RUSSEL, FRANCIS COKAYNE, Taplow, Bucks, Auct oneer 
Jan 14at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

SANBROOK, HENRY ALBERT, Peterchurch, Herefor.i, Miller 
(as previously gazetted) 

TENNANT, GEORGE, Sudden, Rochdale Jan 14 at 11.30 
Town Hall, Rochdale 

Varby, WILLIAM ELLIorm, Sale st, Bethnal Green, Brush 
Manufacturer Jan 15 at 1 Bankruptcy Bidgs, 
Carey st 

WATKINSON, GEORGE JENKINSON, Filey, Yorks, Coal 
Dealer Jan 13 at 4.30 Off Rec, 48, Westborough, 
Scarbrough 

WICKHAM, FRANK GORDON, Earl Soham, Suffolk Jan 16 

_ atl O+f Rec, 36, Princes st, Ipswicn 

WILLIaMs, EDWARD, Aberdare, Licensed Victualler Jan 
16 at 11.15 Off Re, St Catherine's chmbrs, St Cathe- 
rine st, Pontypridd 

WILLIAMS, JOHN, Ammanford, Carmarthen, Collier Jan 
l4at 11.30 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 

WILSON, ARTHUR JAMES, Charterhouse st, Commission 
Meat Agent Jan15 at1l1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


ARESKOG, AXEL EDWARD, Bristol, Retail Grocer Bristol 
Pet Dec 31 Ord Dec 31 

BROWNE, JAMES JOSEPH ALOYSIUS PATRICK, Blackpool 
High Court Pet Sept 26 Ord Lec 30 

CARTER, GERALD, Poulton-le-Fylde, Lancs,Grocer Preston 
Pet Dec 30 Ord Dec 30 

Cookz, ARTHUR WRETHERS, Cheltenham, Licensed 
Victualler Cheltenham Pet Dec 31 Ord Dec 31 

COSTIGAN, ALICE, Leeds Leeds Pet Dec 30 Ord Dec 30 

GaRGIN, JoaN WILLIAM, Great Yarmouth,Teacher Gre.t 
Yarmouth Pet Dec 30 Ord Dec 30 

Gaeac, RALPH CHRISTOPHER, Dewsbury, Removal Con- 
tractor Dewsbury Pet Jan1 Ord Jan 1 

GUNSTONE, CHARLES, Broughton, nr Stockbridge, South- 
gyeten, Builder Southampton Pet Vec 30 Ord Dec 


HaNsrorD, NORRIS HOWARD, Poole, Dorset, Butcher Poole 
Pet Dec 30 Ord Dec 30 

HARRINGTON, FREDERICK CHARLES ALOYSIUS, Eastleigh, 
Southampton, Stationer, Southampton Pet Dec 12 


c 
Hows.ts, JOHNNY, Hendy, Pontardulais, Carmarthen, 
Tinoman Carmarthen Pet Dec 30 Ord Dec 30 
Hvpsoy, HERBERT, Bradford, Quarry Foreman Hsradford 
Pet Dec 30 Ord Dec 30 
Hvitoy, Haroup, Burnley, Butcher Buruley Pet Dec 
31 Ord Dee 31 
10H, HAROLD, Lit lestone, Kent, Boarding house 
Keeper Hastings Pet Dec 18 Ord Dec 30 











| 
KELLY, MARGARET, Hounslow, Boarding house Keeper 


Brentford Pet Dec 23 Ord Dec 23 

KiRkBY-GoMEs, SIDNEY GERALD, St Edmund's ter, 
Regent's Park Gynecologist High Court Pet Nov 5 
Ord Jan 1 

LAKE, ARTHUR ROBERT, Wakefield, Solicitor Wakefield 
Pet Dec 20 Ord Dic 30 

LE BLANC, FLORENCE Mary, Bournemouth Poole Pet 
Novis Ord Dec +0 

LEWIS, JOSEPH and HORACE STENTON, Sheffield, Grocers 
Sheffield Pet Dec 30 Ord Dec 30 

MADENBURG, Louis, Lordship In, East Dulwich, Tobacco 
Dealer High Court Pet Nov 22 Ord Dec 31 

MATHEW, WILLIAM MuRRAY, Laugharne, Carmar.hen 
Carmarthen Pet Nov28 Ord Dec 30 

MEAKIN, THEODORE HENRY, Four Mile Bridge, Valley, 
Anglesey, Electrical Fitter Bangor Pet Jan 1 O:d 
Jan 1 

MIDDLEDITCH, BENJAMIN, Marswerth, Bucks, S-licitor 
High Court Pet Oct 3 Ord Jani 

OGDEN . FREDERICK, Sheffield, Packing Case Maker E£hef- 
field Pet tec 30 Ord Dec 30 

PANKHURST, THOMAS, Chatham, Licensed Vic‘ualler 
Rochester Pet Dec10 Ord Dec 30 

PAYNE. WILLIAM, Lingtield, Surrey, Builder 
Wells Pet Dec 31 Ord Dec 3i 

RIGBY, WILLIAM, Bolton, Tinplate Worker 
Dec 31 Ord Dec 31 

Ryprer, Tom, Tunbridge Wells, P umber 
Wells Pet Dec 23 Ord Dec 30 

TENNANT, GEORGE, Sudden, Ro hdale Rochdale Pet 
Dec 30 Ord Dec 30 

THOMPSON, JAMES ROBINSON, Milnthorpe, Westmorland 
Farmer Kendal Pet Dec 3) Ord Dec 30 

USHER, JOHN JAMES, Tunbridge Wells, Ironmonger Tun- 
bridge Wells Pet Dec 20 Ord Dec 31 

VARDY, WILLIAM ELLIOTT, Sale st, Bethnal Green, 
_—- Manufacturer High Court Pet Dec 27 Ord 
Jan 2 

WATKINSON, GEORGE JENKINSON, Filey, Yorks, Coal Dealer 
Scarborough Pet Dec 31 Ord Dec 31 

WEEKS, FREDERICK WILLIAM GEORGE, Harp In, Licensed 
Victualler High Court Pet Dec 6 Ord Dec 31 

WILLIAMS, EDWARD, Aberdare, Licensed Victualler 
Aberdare Pet Dec 30 Ord Dec 30 

WILLIAMS, THOMAS, Lianmaes, nr Bridgend, Glam, 
Haulier Cardiff Pet Dec 30 Ord Dec 3u 

WILSON, ARTHUR JAMES, Charterhouse st Co nmission 
Meat Agent High Court Pet Dec3l Ord Dec 31 


Tunbridge 
3olton Pet 


Tunbridge 


London Gazette. —TUESDAY, Jan. 7, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
ANDREWS, KATE, Great Grimsby Great Grims»y Pet 
Jan2 0O.d Jan 2 


COTTON, ALBERT GEORGR, New‘on Abbot, Devon, Motor 
Engineer Exeter Pet Jan2 Ord Jan 2 





Donptr, JOHN LANG, Stretford, Lancs, Commission Agent 
Salford Pet Jan3 Ord Jan 3 

EVANS, ELIZABETH, [regaron, Cardiganshire Carmarthen 
Pet Jan 2 Ord Jan 2 

Gaskon, A E, Birmingham, Builder 
Dec 21 Ord Jan 3 

GIBBONS, JOHN BAGALEY, Brarham, nr Boston Spa 
York Grocer York Pet Dec 31 Ord Dec 31 

HALL, FREDERICK, Weymouth, Picture Palace Proprietor 
Dorchester Pet Dec4 Ord Jan 3 

HAWTIN, SARAH, Askam in Furness 
Pet Dec 20 Ord Dec 20 

HouLMEs, RICHARD, Barrow in Furness, Builder 
in Furness Pet Dec 31 Ord Dec 31 

ILLINGWORTH? WILLIAM, Southampton row. Stone Mer- 
chant High Court Pet Jan3 Ord,Jan 3 

JOHNSON, WILLIAM, Coandon Grange, Durham, Grocer 
Durham Pet Nov 26 Ord Jan 3 

MILNER-PUGH, GEORGE HENRY, Sevencaks, Kent 
Solicitor, Tunbridge Wells Pet Nov13 Ord Janz 

NEWEY, JAMES ALFRED, Birmingham, Money Lender 
Birmingham Pet Oct 26. Ord Nov 22 

NORRIS, JOHN OLIVER, Chester, Journeyman Cycle and 
Motor Repairer Preston Pet Jan3 Ord Jan 3 

PHILLIPS, THOMAS ALEXANDER, Offley rd, Kennington, 
Braider High Court Pet Jan 3 Ord Jan3 

Scort, WILFRED, Tunstall, Staffs Estate Agent 
Pet Jan3 Ord Jan 8 

SmiTH, Harry, Bishops Itchington, Warwickshire, Farmer 
Warwick Pet Jan3 Ord Jan 8 

Soper, RICHARD, Brixham, Devon, Fisherman Plymouth 
Pet Jan 3 Ord Jan 3 

TARGETT, WILLIAM, Castle Cary, Somerset, Fish Salesman 
Yeovil Pet Jau4 Ord Jan 4 

TORNER, (THOMAS STANLEY, Ipswich, Licensed Hawker 
Ipswich Pet Janz Ord Jan 2 

WEEDEN, FREDERICK WILLIAM THOMAS, Brighton, Grocer 
Brighton Pet Dec18 Ord Jan 2 

WILLIAMS, HENRY, Clifton on Teme, Wore ster, Journey- 
man Carpenter Worcester Pet Decll Ord Jan 2 

WRAYFORD, WILLIAM, jun, Upton Mill, nr Ryde, I of W, 
Cowkeeper Newport Pet Jan3 Ord Jan 3 

Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Dec 17 : 

METCALFE, JAMES WAKE, Bilton, York, Wholssile Hay 
Merchant Kingston upon Hull Pet Dee 13 Ord 
Dec 13 

Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Dec 24 : 

MOULTON, JESSE CARL, Lake Interlaken, Chiswick Brent« 

ford Pet Oct 7 Ord Dec 20 


Birmingham Pet 


Barrow in Eurness 


Barrow 


Hanley 
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FIRST MEETINGS. 


ALLsopP, HENRY, Tipton, Haulier Jan 16 at 12 
1, Priore st, Du tiey 

ARESKOG, AXEL EDWARD, Bristol, Retail Grocer 
at 11.30 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

BOWYER, FREDERICK Davip, Kennett, Cambs, Farmer, 
Jan 15 at 12 Anvel House, Bury St Edmunds 

BRADBURY, ALEXANDER, West Bromwich, Licensed 
Victua ler Jan 16 at 11.30 Off Rec,1, Priory st, Dudley 

BURNS, JAMES, and WILLIAM SPEDDING, Angel ct, ‘Throg: 
morton st Stock Brokers Jan 15 at 11.15 Court 
House, Whitehaven 

CorTon, ALBERT GeoRGE Newton Abbot, Devon, Motor 
Engineer Jan 16 at 11.30 Off Rec, 9, Bedford circus, 
Exeter 

CARTER, GERALD, Pou!ton le Fylde, Lancs Grocer Jan 17 
at 1030 Off Rec, 13, Winckley st, Preston 

Gibbons, JOHN BAGALEY, Bramham, nr Boston Spa, 
Yorks. Grocer Janl5at3 Of Rec, The Red House, 
Duncombe pl, York 

GikKnGG, RALPH CHRISTOPHER, Dewsbury, Removal Con- 
tractor Jan 15 at 11 Of Kec, Bank chmbrs, Cor- 
poration st, Dewsbury 

HAWTIN, SARAH, Askam in Furness, Lancs Jan 29 at 11.30 
OW Rec, 16, Corawallis st, Barrow in Furness 

Hovk, JOHN, Newcastle upon Tyne, Contractor Jan 17 at 
11 Off Rec 30, Mosley st, Newcastle upon Tyne 

HULTON, HAROLD, Burnley, Butcher Jan 16 at 10.30 
Rec, 18, Winckley st, Preston 

ILLINGWORTH, WILLIAM, Southampton row, Stone Mer- 
chant Jan 17 at11 Bankraptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Lewis, JOSEPH, and HORACE STE#NTON, Sheffield, Grocers 
Jan 17 at 11.30 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

MELO MBE, WILLIAM, Birkdale, Builder Jan 16 at 11 
Off Rec, Uni n Marine bidgs, 11, Dale st, Liverpool 

MILNER-PUGH, GEORGE HENRY, Sevenoaks, Solicitor 
Jan 16 at 3 Off Rec, 124, Marlborough pl, Brighton 

OGDEN, FREDERICK, Sh-fMfield, Packing Casa Maker Jan 17 
atl2 Off Rec, Fiztree In, Sheffield 

PHILLIPS, THOMAS ALEXANDER, Offiey rd, Kennington, 
Braider Jan 16 atl2 Bankraptey bidgs, Carey st 

PITCHFORD, SARAH ANN, High Ireall, Salop Jan 15 at 
12.15 Chariton Arms Hotel, Wellington, Salop 

Riany, WILLIAM, Bolton, Tinplate Worker Jan 16 at 
11.30 Off Rec, 19, Exchange st, Bolton 

TARGET?, WILLIAM, Castle Cary, Somerset, Fish Salesman 
Jan 16 at 1 Off Rec, City chmbrs, Catherine st, 
Salisbury 

THORNHILL, 
Butcher 
bridge 

TURNER, THOMAS STANLEY, Ipswich, Licersed Hawker 
Jan l5at2 Off Rec, 36, Princes st, Ipswich 

WREDEN, FREDERICK WILLIAM THOMAS, Brighton, 
Grocer Jan 16 at 11.30 Off Rec, 124, Marlborough 
pl, Brighton 

WOOLLEN, ANNIE, Southville, Bristol 
Uff Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

ADJU DICATIONS, 

ANpDRews, KATE, Great Grimsby Great Grimsby 
Jan 2 Ord Jan2 

CLAYTON, GeorGe SAVILLE, Humshangh, Northumber- 
land Newcastle upon Tyne Pet Sept 21 Ord Jan 4 

CoTToy, ALBERT GEORGE, Newton Abbot, Devon, Motor 
Engineer Exeter Pet Jan2 Ord Jan 2 

CROSSLEY, WILLIAM, Carshalton, Surrey, 
Croydon Pet Nov 27 Ord Dee 30 

Donatk, JoHN LANG, Gorse Hill, Stretford, Lancs Com 
mission Agent Salford Pet Jan3 Ord Jan 3 

EVANS, ELIZABETH, Tregaron, Cardiganshire Carmarthen 
Pet Jan2 Ord Jan 8 

GrppoNns, JOHN SAGALEY, Bramham 
Yorks, Grocer York Pet Dec 31 

GILLEsPI«@, James, Beckenham, Kent 
23 Ord Jan 3 

HAWTON, SARAH, Askam in Furness, 
Furness Pet Dec 20 Ord Dec 20 

HotMes, RICHARD, Barrow in Furness, Build r Barrow 
in Furness Pet Dec3lt Ord Dee 31 

Hops, Joun, Newcastle upon Tyne, Contractor Newcastle 
upon Tyne Pet Decll Ord Jan3 

Kemp, G A, Margate, Jeweller Canterbury Pet Nov 27 
ord Jan 1 

Norris, JOHN OLIVER, Chester, Journeyman Cycle and 
Mu tor Repair Preston Pet Jan3 Ord Jan 3 

PHILLIPS, THOMAS ALEXANDER, Offley rd, Kennington, 
Braider High Court PetJan3 Ord Jan 3 

ScoTt, WILFRED, Tunstall, Estate Agent Hanley 
Jan3 Ord Jan 3 

SHAW, WILLIAM THOMAS, Marlow, Bucks, Licensed 
Victualler Aylesbury Pet Dec 10 Ord Jan 3 

Smith, HARRY, Bishops Itchington, Warwickshire, Farmer 
Warwick Pet Jen 3 Ord Jan 3 

SOPER, RICHARD, Brixham, Devon, Fisherman Plymouth 
Pet Janu 3 Ord Jan 3 

TARGETT, WILLIAM, Castle Cary, Somerset, Fish Salesman 
Yeovil Pet Jan4 Ord Jan 4 

TURNER, THOMAS STANLEY, Ipswich, 
Ipswich Pet Jan2 Ord Jin? 

WOOLLEN, ANNIE, Bristol Bristol 
Jan 2 

WRAYFORD, WILLIAM, jun, Upton Mill, nr Ryde, Isle of 
Wight, Cowkeeper Newport and Ryde Pet Jan 3 
Ord Jan 8 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Dec 17 : 


MRTCALFE, JAMES WAK8, Bilton, Yorks, Wholesale Hay 
Merchant Kingston upon Hull Pet Dec 13 Ord 
Dec 13 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED, AND RECEIVING 
ORDER RESCINDED. 


THORNTON, FREDERICK LAWRENCE, Gloucester pl, Port 
man sq, Traveller HighCourt Rec Ord July 29, 1909 
Pet July 8, 1909 Adjud Ang 18, 1909 Resc& Annul 
Jan 2, 1913 


Off Rec, 


Jan 15 


off 


Joun THOMAS, 
Jan 15 at 12 


Littleport, Cambridge, 
Of Rec, 5, Petty Cury, Cam 


Jan 15 at 11.45 


Pet 


Bank Clerk 


nr Boston Spa, 
Ord Dee 31 
Croydon Pet Dec 


Grocer Barrow in 


Pet 


Licensed Hawker 


Pet Dec 31 Ord 


PARTNERSHIPS WANTED AND VACANT. 
N ESSRS. ATHERTONS, Limited, of 63 


and 64, Chancery-lane, W.C., invite Solicitors in 
London or Provinces desirous of Disposiog of their Pras- 
tices or Requiring Partners to enter into correspondeace 
with them in strict confidence. Telephose : 2432 Holborn. 
Telegrams: Alacrious, London. 


SOLICITORS requiring Managing Clerk- 

ships or positions in Solicitors’ Office should apply 

to be placed on the Registers at Messra, Atrnerrons, 
Limited, 63 and 64, Chancery-lane, W.C. 


T? SOLICITORS.—If you require to fill 

any Vacancy on your Staff, admitted men or other- 
wise, apply Aruertons, Limited, 63 and 64, Chancery- 
lane, Wo. No fees. Telephone: 2482 Holborn. Tele- 
on. 








gtems: Alacrious, 


| AW.—Competent Costs Draftsman and 
4 experienced Book and General Clerk in all 
branches, London and provincial, Requires early 
Re-engagement,—Crmero, 25, Woodstock-road, Finsbury 
Park, London, N. 


Or SALE.—Law Reports, 1891 to 1912 

inclusive; fall calf; equal to new; price £70. 
—Apply, by letter, to M, U. 8., care of Messrs. Robt. 
Fitch & Co., 43, Furnival-stree’, Holborn, E.U. 


WANTED, Kennedy and Sandars Land 

Drainage, 1884; any condition, if c »mplete. — 
Please addrest, Kea & Lawnam, Law Stationers, 16, 
Furnival-street, London, E.C. 











LONDON GUARANTEE AND 
ACCIDENT COMPANY, LIMITED. 


Established 1869. 

The Company's Bonds are Accepted by the High Court 
as SECURITY for RECEIVERS, LIQUIDATORS and 
ADMINISTRATORS, for COSTS in Actions where security 
is ordered to be given, by the Board of Trade for 
OFFICIALS under the Bankruptcy Acts, and by the 
Scotch Courts, &c., &c. 


Claims Paid Exceed - £2,759,000, 


Fidelity Guarantees, Accident and Sickness, 
Workmen’s Compensation and Third Party, 
Fire and Loss of Profits, 

Burglary, Lift, Plate Glass and Motor Car 
Insurances, 

HEAD OFFICE —42-45, New Broad Street, E.U, 
West End Office: 61, 8t. James's Street, S.W. 


EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY 
INTEREST SOCIETY, Limited. 
10, LANCASTER PLACE, STRAND, W.C. 
ESTABLISHED 1835, CAPITAL, £500,000. 
Reversions and Life Interests in Landed or Funded Pro- 
perty or other Securities and Annuities PURCHASED or 
LOANS granted thereon. 
Interest on Loans may be Capitalized. 
Cc. H. CLAYTON, Joint 
F. H. CLAYTON, f Secretaries, 








PATENT-RIGHTS; 
THEIR ACQUISITION AND MAINTENANCE. 
A Concise Summary of the Principal Facts with which 
Inventors, Manufacturers and others, interested in the 
Protection of Inventions, should be acquainted. 
By G. G. M. HARDINGHAM, 
Mem. Inst. M.E., Assoc. Mem, Inst. C.E,. Fev. Cu. Instr. P.A. 
CROSBY LOCKWOOD & SON, 
7, STATIONERS’ HALL Court, Lonpon, E.C. 
Revised Edition, price 1s. 6d.; by post, 1s. 8d. 


REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, LTD. 
ESTABLISHED 1823, 
Empowered by Special Acts of Parliament, 

Reversions, Life Interests, and Policies bought. Advances 
on Reversions and Life Interests, either at annual interest 
or by way of deferred charge. Options for repurchase 
allowed. Law Costs on Loans regulated by Scale. 

Paid-up Share and Debenture Capital, &764,826. 


30 Coleman St., London, E.O. 





WANTED :— 


Per Year Offers dfor THE LAW REPORTS for 1909. 
£ 1910, 1911, 1912, in good condition, Calf Office Style, 
Please Address: — 
THE KELLY LAW-BOOK COMPANY, LTD., 
Dealers in all Descriptions of LAW BOOKS, 
57, CAREY STREET, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 


*.* Valuations for Partnerships, etc., upon Moderate Terms. 


REEVES & TURNER, 
LAW BOOKSELLERS, 
A Large Stock of SECOND-HAND REPORTS AND 


TEXT-BOOKS always on Sale. 
Libraries Valued or Purchased, 





14 BELL YARD, TEMPLE BAR. 
(Removed from 3, Bream's Buildings.) 


ST. JOHN’S HOSPITAL 


FOR DISEASES OF THE SKIN (incorporated). 


49, LEICESTER SQUARE, W.C., 
and 262, UXBRIDGE ROAD, W. 


Patroness: HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN. 
President: THE EARL OF CHESTERFIESD, G.C.V.0. 
Treasurer: GUY PYM, Esq. 

Number of patients weekly, 800. 
This Hospital has no Endowment. 
Help is earnestly appealed for to 
carry on the work. 


A Donation of £10 10s. constitutes Life Governorship. 
Secretary-Superintendent, GEO. A. ARNAUDIN. 





FLKE KiSK.—LHE PRINCIPAL INSURANCE 
COMPANIES WILL NOW ARRANGE TO Pay 
THEIR CLIENTS THE FULL AMOUNT OF 
Tota Loss INCURRED BY FIRE, AS SHOWN 
BY OUR VALUATIONS. 

COLLECTIONS, 
FURNITURE, AND OTHER VALUABLES, 
SECURING PROTECTION TO OWNERS, ARE 
PREPARED IN ALL PARTS OF THE KINGDOM. 
aes FRANK & RUTLEY 
20. HANOVER SQUARE, W. 


BRAND’S 
ESSENCE 


BEEF, 


ALSO oF 


CHICKEN, MUTTON, and VEAL 
FOR 
INVALIDS. 


Price Lists of lavalid Preparations free on 
application to 
z.xrx., 


INVENTORIES OF ART 








BRAND & OO. 
Mayfair Works, Vauxhall, 5,W. ; 





INFANT ORPHAN ASYLUM, WANSTEAD. 


This Institution, as its name implies, is for the recep 
tion of infant Childre~, the orphans of persons 0208 
in prosperity. They are admitted at the very earliest age 
up to seven, and are clothed, maintained, aod educated 
until 16 years old. The next Election will take place io 
May. Apply to the Secretary for forms of nomination 

immediate and Increased Support is Needed. 

Annual Subsciption for one vote at each election, 1Cs. 64, 

Life Subscription for one vote at each election, £5 5s. 0d, 
JOHN HILL, Treasurer. 

CommMR. HARRY C. MARTIN, R.N., Secretary and Supt, 
Offices : 63, Ludgate Hill, EU. 





SOLICITORS’ 
MACHINES, £10 10s. 
Hire 10/- Month, 
27/6 Quarter. Deducted 
if bought the Ist quarter. 
MSS, Copied. 


TAYLOR’S LTD. 


(Dept. Soir.) 74, Chancery Lane, London. 





EAD. 


recep- 
ns 0208 
est age 
ucated 
lace io 
nation 





